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EXTENSION  OF  THE  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948,  AS  AMENDED 


WEDNESDAY,  JUNE  22,  1960 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10:10  a.m.,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  1310, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.  Hon.  Harold  D. 
Cooley  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Cooley,  Poage,  Grant,  Gathings,  Mc¬ 
Millan,  Abernethy,  Albert,  Abbott,  Thompson,  Jones  of  Missouri, 
Hagen,  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  Bass,  Jennings,  Matthews,  Coad, 
Breeding,  Stubblefield,  Hogan,  Levering,  Hoeven,  Dague,  Belcher, 
Mclntire,  Dixon,  Smith  of  Kansas,  Teague  of  California,  Quie,  Short, 
Mrs.  May,  Pirnie,  and  Latta. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  Murray,  assistant 
clerk;  John  J.  Heimburger,  counsel;  and  Francis  LeMay,  consultant. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  please  be  in  order. 

We  have  the  honor  of  having  with  us  this  morning  the  very  dis¬ 
tinguished  Secretary  of  State  with  whom  many  of  us  have  served  in 
the  House.  We  are  delighted,  Mr.  Secretary,  to  have  you  here.  We 
regret  having  to  call  you  away  from  other  important  duties  to  appear 
here,  but  this  is  a  matter  of  considerable  importance  which  is  before 
the  committee  for  consideration  this  morning — it  is  of  very  great  and 
grave  importance,  and  that  is  the  reason  we  asked  you  to  appear  here. 

We  have  before  us  three  bills,  H.R.  12311,  H.R.  12534,  and  H.R, 
12624,  which  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(H.R.  12311,  H.R.  12534,  and  H.R.  12624  follow): 

[H  R.  12311,  86th  Cong.,  2d  sess,  Rept.  No.  1746] 

[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 

A  BILL  To  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (relating 
to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “I960”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

Sec.  2.  Sections  4501(c)  and  6412(d)  (relating  to  the  termination  and  refund 
of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking 
out  “1961”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”. 

Sec.  8.  Section  204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  ( relating  to  pro- 
ration  of  deficits),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “shall  not  be  reduced ”  and  inserting 
“may  be  reduced” . 
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[H.R.  12534,  86th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  for  one  year  and  to  authorize  presidential  action 
during  the  time  Congress  is  not  in  session  if  such  action  is  in  the  national  interest  or  is  necessary  to  insure 
an  adequate  supply  of  sugar,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  (relating  to  proration  of  deficits)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “shall  not 
be  reduced”  and  inserting  “may  be  reduced”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  408  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  suspension 
of  quotas),  is  amended  to  designate  such  section  as  subsection  “(a)”;  and  to  add  a 
new  subsection  “(b)”  as  follows: 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this  Act,  for  the  period 
ending  with  the  convening  of  the  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  (1)  upon  a  finding  by 
the  President  that  it  is  necessary,  in  the  national  interest,  or  to  insure  adequate 
supplies  of  sugar,  that  the  quota  for  any  calendar  year,  for  any  foreign  country 
(other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines)  should  be  reduced,  the  President — 

“(i)  if  the  Congress  has  not  adjourned  sine  die,  shall  immediately  notify 
the  Congress  of  such  findings  (setting  forth  his  reasons  therefor)  submit 
recommendations  for  implementing  such  findings,  and  request  appropriate 
congressional  action  thereon,  or, 

“(ii)  if  the  Congress  has  adjourned  sine  die,  may  decrease,  upon  such 
finding,  any  such  quota  in  such  amount  as  he  shall  determine  to  be  necessary. 
Such  reduction  shall  become  effective  immediately  upon  the  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  the  President’s  proclamation  thereof; 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cause  or  permit  to  be  imported  into  the 
United  States,  in  such  manner,  from  such  sources  and  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the  prevailing  circumstances,  a  quantity 
of  raw  sugar,  not  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  any  reductions  in  quotas  made  pursuant 
to  this  subsection;  (3)  where  the  Secretary  determines  it  appropriate  to  the 
manner  in  which  he  exercises  such  authority,  he  shall  take  into  consideration 
acquiring  such  quantity  of  sugar  from  the  other  countries  for  which  quotas  or 
prorations  thereof  are  provided  for  in  section  202(c)  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas 
or  prorations  thereof  for  such  countries  then  in  effect,  to  the  extent  such  countries 
may  be  able  to  supply  such  quantity;  and  (4)  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  raw  sugar 
is  not  reasonably  available,  he  may,  as  provided  in  (2)  above,  cause  or  permit  to 
be  imported  such  quantity  of  sugar  in  the  form  of  direct-consumption  sugar  as 
may  be  required.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  termina¬ 
tion  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“1960”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

Sec.  4.  Sections  4501(c)  and  6412(d)  (relating  to  the  termination  and  refund  of 
taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out 
“1961”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”. 


[H.R.  12624,  86th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  for  one  year;  to  authorize  Presidential  action  during 
the  time  Congress  is  not  in  session  if  such  action  is  in  the  national  interest  or  is  necessary  to  insure  an 
adequate  supply  of  sugar;  to  stabilize  the  quota  for  Cuba;  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hoxtse  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  202  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  (relating  to  proration  of  quotas)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  subsection  (f) : 

“(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title  II,  for  1960  and  1961, 
the  quota  or  applicable  proration  thereof  for  Cuba  together  with  the  proration 
of  deficits,  if  any,  to  Cuba  pursuant  to  section  204  shall  not  exceed  three  million 
one  hundred  and  nineteen  thousand  six  hundred  and  fifty-five  short  tons,  raw 
value;  and  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  amount,  if  any,  which  would  have 
been  prorated  to  Cuba,  either  as  a  deficit  or  as  a  quota  proration  or  both,  but  for 
the  operation  of  this  subsection,  shall  be  treated  as  a  deficit  for  Cuba  and  shall 
be  apportioned  as  provided  in  section  204.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  prora¬ 
tion  of  deficits),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “shall  not  be  reduced”  and  inserting 
“may  be  reduced”. 
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Sec.  3.  Section  408  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  suspension 
of  quotas),  is  amended  to  designate  such  section  as  subsection  “(a)”;  and  to  add 
a  new  subsection  “(b)”  as  follows: 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this  Act,  for  the  period 
■ending  with  the  convening  of  the  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  (1)  upon  a  finding 
by  the  President  that  it  is  necessary,  in  the  national  interest,  or  to  insure  adequate 
supplies  of  sugar,  that  the  quota  for  any  calendar  year,  for  any  foreign  country 
(other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines)  should  be  reduced,  the  President — ■ 
“(i)  if  the  Congress  has  not  adjourned  sine  die,  shall  immediately  notify 
the  Congress  of  such  findings  (setting  forth  his  reasons  therefor),  submit 
recommendations  for  implementing  such  findings,  and  request  appropriate 
congressional  action  thereon,  or, 

“(ii)  if  the  Congress  has  adjourned  sine  die,  may  decrease,  upon  such 
finding,  any  such  quota  in  such  amount  as  he  shall  determine  to  be  necessary; 
such  reduction  shall  become  effective  immediately  upon  the  publication  in 
the  Federal  Register  of  the  President’s  proclamation  thereof ; 

“(2)  for  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cause  or  permit  to  be  brought  or  imported 
into  or  marketed  in  the  United  States,  in  such  manner,  from  such  sources  and 
subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the  prevailing 
circumstances,  a  quantity  of  raw  sugar,  not  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  any  reductions 
in  quotas  made  pursuant  to  this  subsection;  (3)  where  the  Secretary  determines 
it  appropriate  to  the  manner  in  which  he  exercises  such  authority,  he  shall  take 
into  consideration  acquiring  such  quantity  of  sugar  from  the  other  countries  for 
which  quotas  or  prorations  thereof  are  provided  for  in  section  202(c)  on  the  basis 
of  the  quotas  or  prorations  thereof  for  such  countries  then  in  effect,  to  the  extent 
such  countries  may  be  able  to  supply  such  quantity;  and  (4)  if  the  Secretary  finds 
that  rawr  sugar  is  not  reasonably  available,  he  may,  as  provided  in  (2)  above, 
cause  or  permit  to  be  brought  or  imported  into  or  marketed  in  the  United  States 
such  quantity  of  sugar  in  the  form  of  direct-consumption  sugar  as  may  be 
required.” 

Sec.  4.  Sections  101(j),  203,  205ta),  209(a),  209(c),  and  307  of  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended,  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  the  words  “the  Territory 
of”  in  each  place  where  they  appear  therein. 

Sec.  5.  Section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  termina¬ 
tion  of  the  powders  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“1960”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

Sec.  6.  Sections  4501(c)  and  6412(d)  (relating  to  the  termination  and  refund 
of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking 
out  “1961”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”. 

The  Chairman.  I  notice  that  you  have  a  prepared  statement, 
Mr.  Secretary,  and  I  will  ask  that  you  not  be  interrupted  until  after 
you  have  concluded  your  statement,  and  then  I  am  sure  that  we  will 
have  some  questions. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHRISTIAN  A.  HERTER,  SECRETARY  OF 

STATE;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  THOMAS  C.  MANN,  ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE  FOR  ECONOMIC  AFFAIRS,  AND  WILLIAM 

B.  MACOMBER,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  STATE  FOR  CON¬ 
GRESSIONAL  RELATIONS 

Secretary  Herter.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  adminis¬ 
tration’s  recommendations  for  amendment  on  the  Sugar  Act  were 
submitted  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  to  the 
Vice  President  on  March  15,  1960,  by  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  Very  few  changes  were  recommended.  These  recommenda¬ 
tions  included  a  4-year  extension  and  certain  technical  changes  in 
the  act  which  were  designed  to  make  the  Sugar  Act  operate  more 
smoothly  and  effectively. 

In  addition,  the  Congress  was  asked  to  delegate  to  the  President 
authority  to  reduce  the  quota  of  any  country  other  than  the  Republic 
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of  the  Philippines  (whose  quota  is  established  by  treaty)  when  he 
found  it  necessary  to  do  so  in  the  national  interest  or  to  insure  adequate 
supplies  of  sugar.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  administers 
the  Sugar  Act,  and  the  Secretary  of  State,  who  must  consider  the 
effect  which  any  change  in  domestic  legislation  may  have  on  our 
international  commitments,  were  agreed  that  such  authority  was 
necessary  under  existing  circumstances. 

The  primary  reason  for  requesting  this  grant  of  interim  authority 
to  adjust  quotas  was  to  safeguard  consumers  in  this  country  from 
possible  interruptions  in  supply  and  fluctuations  in  price.  I  need 
not  tell  you  that  our  concern  was  with  conditions  in  Cuba.  Under 
the  terms  of  the  Sugar  Act  presently  in  effect,  Cuba  enjoys  a  quota 
of  3,119,655  tons,  or  approximately  one-third  of  the  total  U.S.  re¬ 
quirements  for  sugar,  currently  estimated  at  9,400,000  tons  for  1960. 
In  addition,  the  present  law  provides  that  the  Cuban  quota  be  in¬ 
creased  if  deficits  are  declared  in  the  domestic  areas,  as  now  appears 
certain.  This  is  a  very  large  proportion  (and  I  am  speaking  of  the 
3-million-plus  tons)  of  our  total  sugar  supply. 

In  the  past  Cuba  has  been  a  dependable  source,  responsive  to  the 
U.S.  needs  and  responsible  in  situations  of  emergency.  Cuban  pro¬ 
duction  in  recent  years,  approximately  5.8  million  tons  in  1958  and 
6  million  tons  in  1959,  has  been  more  than  adequate  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  United  States  and  to  supply  Cuba’s  traditional  world  markets. 
It  should  be  noted  that  for  most  of  the  time  since  the  Sugar  Act 
went  into  effect,  the  price  received  by  Cuba  for  sales  to  the  United 
States  has  been  higher  than  the  price  prevailing  on  world  markets. 
However,  for  a  period  of  serveral  months  in  1950  and  1951,  during 
the  Korean  war,  and  again  in  1957,  following  the  Suez  crisis,  Cuba 
continued  to  supply  sugar  to  the  United  States  even  though  the  world 
price  was  at  levels  considerably  higher  than  these  prevailing  in  the 
United  States. 

Recent  developments,  however,  have  raised  questions  in  our  minds 
as  to  whether  Cuba  will  be  a  dependable  source  in  the  future.  Cuban 
official  spokesmen  have  announced,  not  once  but  on  many  occasions, 
their  desire  to  diversify  agricultural  production  and  to  eliminate  what 
they  have  termed  “the  evils  of  monoproduction,”  and  “the  dependence 
on  foreign  markets.”  Steps  already  taken  to  achieve  this  professed 
objective,  in  addition  to  the  problems  inherent  in  the  government’s 
plan  to  redistribute  the  land  under  the  Agrarian  Law,  have  led  knowl¬ 
edgeable  observers  to  predict  that  Cuba’s  sugar  production  will  soon 
register  a  decline  of  at  least  1  million  tons  from  current  levels. 

Here,  I  may  point  out  that  there  is  a  misprint,  a  mistake  in  the 
mimeographed  copy  furnished  to  you,  and  the  next  two  and  one  half 
lines  should  be  stricken  out. 

What  implementation  of  this  program  will  do  to  Cuba’s  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  over  the  long  term  is  uncertain  at  this  time,  but  we  cannot 
exclude  the  possibility  of  a  further,  progressive  decline  in  years  to 
come. 

It  should  also  be  borne  in  mind,  in  connection  with  Cuba’s  future 
ability  to  supply  the  U.S.  market,  that  the  Cuban  Government  has 
recently  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  under  which 
it  is  committed  to  supply  1  million  tons  of  sugar  annually  during  the 
next  5  years.  Trade  agreements  have  also  been  signed  recently  with 
East  Germany,  and  Poland,  calling  for  shipments  of  60,000  tons,  and 
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50,000  tons,  respectively.  Reports  are  current  that  an  agreement 
involving  the  shipment  of  a  half  million  tons  of  sugar  to  Communist 
China  is  presently  under  active  consideration.  This  would  be  in 
addition  to  80,000  tons  sold  to  Communist  China  in  March. 

Because  of  these  and  other  circumstances,  this  would  be  an  ap¬ 
propriate  time  for  the  United  States  to  seek  ways  to  diversify  its 
sources  of  supply  and  reduce  the  dependence  of  its  consumers  on 
Cuban  sugar,  the  supply  of  which  may  become  increasingly  uncertain. 
It  is  noted  that,  on  the  last  two  occasions  when  the  Sugar  Act  was  re¬ 
vised,  the  Congress  made  changes  which  had  the  effect  of  giving  more 
of  our  market  to  other  producers  and  limiting  the  share  of  the  market 
going  to  Cuba.  However,  even  with  a  substantial  reduction  from 
present  levels,  Cuba  would  be  by  far  the  largest  single  source  of  sugar 
for  the  United  States. 

In  conclusion,  while  of  course  we  are  convinced  that  the  original 
administration  recommendations  were  sound,  our  position  on  the  bills 
which  I  understand  are  still  actively  before  the  commit  tee  or  the  House 
as  they  relate  to  Presidential  authority  is  as  follows.  We  believe  it 
would  be  a  serious  mistake  to  deny  the  President  authority  to  act  in 
this  area.  And  while  we  believe  that  the  national  interest  could  be 
better  protected  under  the  flexible  authority  to  the  President  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  H.R.  12534,  I  nevertheless  believe  we  could  operate  within 
the  less  flexible  authority  which  would  be  provided  in  H.R.  12624. 

The  Chairman.  Air.  Secretary,  we  thank  you  very  much  for  your 
statement.  I  suppose  that  you  are  aware  of  the  facts  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  did  not  submit  a  sugar  bill  or  a  proposed  sugar  bill  during 
the  entire  first  session  of  this  Congress.  This  committee  was  prepared 
to  consider  sugar  legislation  early  in  the  first  session  of  this  Congress, 
and  would  have,  but  for  the  sad  situation  which  developed  in  Cuba. 

We  postponed  any  consideration  of  proposed  legislation  relating  to 
the  sugar  program.  And  finally,  the  session  adjourned.  Nothing 
took  place. 

At  no  time  during  the  first  session  of  this  Congress  did  anyone 
urge  this  committee  to  hold  hearings  on  the  Sugar  Act.  We  had 
numerous  conferences  during  the  entire  period  of  the  first  session  and 
early  in  this  session. 

In  March  of  this  year  the  administration  transmitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  a  bill  which  in  routine  fashion  the  Speaker  sent  to  this  com¬ 
mittee,  proposing  a  4-year  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act,  which  did  not 
contemplate  reopening  of  the  quotas,  but  contemplated  an  extension 
for  4  years,  with  some  technical  changes,  as  you  have  suggested,  and 
with  the  delegation  of  power  to  the  President,  as  you  have  suggested, 
to  act  at  any  time  with  reference  to  the  sugar  quotas.  That  is,  if  he 
considered  such  action  necessary  in  order  to  meet  and  satisfy  the 
domestic  needs. 

In  an  effort  to  satisfy  that  position,  this  committee  adopted  an 
amendment  which  we  do  think  insures  an  adequate  supply  of  sugar 
for  our  domestic  markets,  because  we  gave  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  additional  right  to  declare  deficits  and  to  increase  quotas 
for  the  current  year  in  any  area,  where  he  deems  advisable.  We  felt 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  with  that  amendment  would  be 
able  to  insure  adequate  supplies  of  sugar  at  all  times,  without  it 
being  necessary  to  go  into  the  world  markets  to  obtain  the  sugar. 
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And  then  I  believe  that  at  other  meetings  which  were  more  or  less 
political,  or  so-called,  it  was  suggested  that  you  might  need  to  act  in 
the  interests  of  national  security  for  the  national  welfare.  That 
proposition  of  delegation  of  power  was  considered  by  this  committee 
and  deemed  unnecessary,  and  we  introduced  a  bill  for  a  1-year  exten¬ 
sion  with  no  change  in  the  law  other  than  the  granting  of  the  power 
to  the  Secretary  I  have  just  mentioned. 

That  bill  is  pending  before  the  Rules  Committee.  We  were  to 
appear  before  the  Rules  Committee  last  Wednesday,  but  Tuesday 
afternoon,  another  bill  was  introduced  which  was  different  from  the 
administration  bill.  As  a  result  of  that,  we  called  off  our  hearing 
before  the  Rules  Committee. 

I  might  explain  to  you  and  the  other  gentlemen  that  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  the  President  transmitted  a  suggested  bill  to  us 
sometime  back,  no  Member  of  Congress  in  either  party  has  introduced 
that  bill  in  the  House  of  Representatives.  So  that  bill  is  not  up  for 
consideration  this  morning.  In  fact,  we  are  exploring  the  program 
and  the  policy  which  is  involved  for  the  grant  of  power  to  the  Execu¬ 
tive  as  is  requested.  Apparently,  no  one  is  in  favor  of  a  4-year 
extension. 

Earlier  in  the  first  session  of  the  Congress,  I  believe  there  were 
40  or  50  bills  introduced,  providing  for  an  indefinite  extension  of  the 
Sugar  Act.  It  was  not  proposed  that  we  should  change  the  quotas 
or  alter  the  bill  in  any  way.  We  were  urged  to  extend  the  act  as  it 
was.  And  that  situation  existed  until  March  15,  when  we  received 
this  bill  in  an  executive  communication  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House — ■ 
the  bill  that  was  introduced  on  Tuesday  evening,  before  we  were  to 
appear  before  the  Rules  Committee.  I  am  sure  you  are  familiar 
with  that — — 

Secretary  Herter.  This  is  the  last  one  I  refer  to,  yes;  introduced 
by  Mr.  Hoeven.  That  bill  varies  from  the  previous  bills  in  the  setting 
of  the  maximum  quota. 

The  Chairman.  Takes  away  from  Cuba  the  right  to  participate  in 
the  deficit,  and  it  takes  away  the  right  to  participate  in  the  growth 
formula. 

Under  the  basic  sugar  legislation,  the  formula  in  the  law  is  55^5 — 
55  percent  to  domestic  and  45  percent  to  other  countries. 

The  administration,  I  think,  has  advocated  that  formula.  In  the 
year  1956  the  formula  was  adopted.  It  was  understood  at  that  time 
that  it  was  to  be  a  permanent,  fixed  formula  in  the  law. 

Under  the  bill  that  you  last  referred  to,  that  formula  would  be 
changed — the  formula  which  seems  to  be  acceptable  to  all  parties, 
both  foreign  and  domestic.  I  wonder  if  you  realize  the  substantial 
change  that  would  be  brought  about  if  the  last  bill  which  you  referred 
to  were  enacted  into  law? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  do. 

The  Chairman.  That  means  a  change  from  55-45  to  85-15.  I 
suppose  you  also  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  in  our  domestic  areas, 
Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico,  we  have  a  substantial  deficit  of,  I  think, 
500,000  tons.  Our  cane  producers  are  not  producing  that  amount  of 
cane  and  these  producers  have  not  been  able  to  fill  their  adjusted 
quotas. 

With  respect  to  the  proposition  submitted,  the  effect  of  it  is  that 
we  will  take  away,  roughly,  200,000  tons  from  Cuba,  or  will  withhold 
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200,000  tons  from  Cuba,  85  percent  of  which  will  go  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers,  and  15  percent  to  the  others.  That,  of  course,  is  a  drastic 
change  and  it  is  a  definite  reduction  in  Cuba’s  participation  in  our 
market.  And  it  would  restrict  imports  from  foreign  countries  into 
our  markets,  because,  normally,  45  percent  of  it  would  go  to  the  foreign 
countries. 

That  bill,  further,  has  no  provision  for  reallocation  of  any  quota  we 
might  take  away  from  any  country.  So  then  you  would  immediately 
have  to  rely  upon  the  discretion  of  someone  in  the  Department  to 
obtain  the  sugar  wherever  obtainable  because  it  would  be  within  their 
discretion,  anything  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

I  will  say  this  to  you,  and  I  think  that  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  bear  me  out,  that  all  of  the  countries  want  an  additional 
quota.  Many  of  the  countries  that  do  not  now  participate  in  our 
program  want  to  participate  in  our  program.  I  think  that  I  can 
safely  say  that  not  a  single  representative  of  a  single  full-duty  coun¬ 
try  has  urged  me  to  open  the  quotas,  to  the  end  that  they  might 
participate;  that  is,  this  year.  Everyone  who  has  talked  to  me  has 
seemed  to  agree  that  in  our  unfortunate  situation  we  should  extend 
the  act  1  year  and  wait  and  see  what  happens.  No  country  has  urged 
us  to  reopen  the  quotas,  although  they  want  to  participate;  and,  if 
the  quotas  are  opened,  I  am  sure  that  they  will  participate. 

Mrs.  May,  in  her  area,  has  constituents  who  want  to  participate. 
And  down  in  Texas,  there  are  others  who  want  to  participate.  That 
is  also  true  of  Oklahoma  and  other  parts  of  the  country  where  there 
are  farmers  who  want  to  start  growing  beets,  but  even  they  are  willing, 
apparently,  to  wait  for  a  year  to  see  what  does  develop. 

The  reason  we  asked  you  to  come  here  is  that  it  is  a  question  of  who 
is  to  participate  and  who  is  not  to  participate.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is 
a  question  of  whether  it  is  1  year  or  5  years  or  permanent  legislation. 
I  think  that  it  is  1  year  or  nothing.  I  think  we  must  have  a  closed 
rule,  or  we  will  not  have  a  sugar  program. 

This  sugar  program  is  vital  to  all  of  the  people  in  the  country.  I  am 
sure  that  you  know  that  the  objective  of  the  original  act  was  to  protect 
our  domestic  industry,  and  that  objective  has  been  accomplished. 
The  program  has  operated  so  well  and  so  successfully  that  the  average 
housewife  was  not  aware  of  the  fact  that  we  had  a  program.  Every¬ 
one  has  told  me  that  they  wanted  a  1-year  extension — all  of  the  in¬ 
dustrial  users  I  have  heard  from  have  said  that  they  wanted  a  1-year 
extension  with  no  changes. 

These  people  are  businessmen,  and  they  are  interested,  of  course,  in 
their  own  future  welfare. 

Mr.  Hoeven,  the  ranking  minority  member  of  this  committee  has 
introduced  a  1-year  bill.  I  introduced  a  1-year  bill.  Maybe  there 
are  some  4-year  bills  pending.  I  think  that  Dr.  Dixon  has  introduced 
a  4-year  bill.  And  there  are  some  bills  pending  for  extensions  for 
different  periods  of  extension  time. 

If  we  open  up  the  quota  section,  however,  it  occurs  to  me  that 
everybody  should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

The  administration’s  bill  proposes  to  give  to  the  mainland  producers 
an  additional  200,000  tons.  It  did  not  specify  where  it  was  coming 
from,  but  that  is  it.  That  bill  has  no  sponsor,  no  one  has  come 
forward  with  that  bill  in  its  entirety. 
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Just  exactly  what  the  purpose  is  in  the  administration’s  bill  request¬ 
ing  the  granting  of  200,000  additional  tons  to  the  mainland  producers, 
is  a  question,  because  they  cannot  fill  any  part  of  that  200,000  tons, 
we  know.  We  also  know  full  well  that  the  sugar  producers  in  the 
beet-growing  area  are  not  in  a  position  economically  to  produce  those 
quantities  for  consumption. 

All  of  the  people  who  are  processing  sugar  on  the  mainland  are 
interested  in  this  legislation. 

I  say  all  of  this  to  give  you  the  background,  and  to  tell  you  how 
constantly  we  have  considered  it.  This  is  not  something  that  has 
been  delayed  to  the  last  minute.  We  started  consideration  of  it  a 
long  time  ago.  We  have  not  held  hearings,  because  there  has  been 
no  demand  for  a  hearing.  The  hearings  in  1956  went  on  for  weeks,  as 
well  as  in  1955.  They  went  on  and  on,  and  everybody  was  given  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard.  We  thought  that  we  had  written  a  fair 
and  equitable  bill.  We  know  now  that  there  must  be  a  revision  of 
some  of  it. 

I  understand  that  the  administration  which  you  speak  for  asks  for 
an  extension  of  the  act  as  is,  with  a  grant  of  powers  to  the  President 
to  change  the  quotas  when  he  deems  it  necessary  to  the  national 
interests.  He  went  no  further  than  that. 

Secretary  Herter.  And  the  200,000  tons. 

The  Chairman.  You  are  going  to  give  that  up,  are  you  not? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  am  not. 

The  Chairman.  You  have  asked  for  the  200,000  tons,  but  I  do  not 
think  that  Mr.  Hoeven’s  bill  asked  for  the  200,000  tons.  He  asked 
for  an  extension  and  a  grant  of  power.  I  want  to  make  one  concluding 
statement. 

I  have  been  on  this  committee  26  years.  I  have  more  or  less  grown 
up  vvith  the  sugar  law.  I  have  participated  in  the  preparation  and 
passage  of  all  of  the  laws  relating  to  sugar  since  I  have  been  on  the 
committee.  And  I  can  truthfully  say  that  never  before  in  more  than 
25  years,  has  this  legislation  become  involved  in  partisan  politics. 
I  think  that  it  is  unfortunate,  that  it  is  now  for  the  first  tune  involved 
in  partisan  politics,  as  indicated  by  the  votes  in  the  committee.  And 
as  indicated  by  this  vicious  unwarranted  propaganda  from  the 
Republican  headquarters  across  the  street,  which  in  effect  says  that 
anyone  who  votes  for  this  committee  bill  is  soft  on  Communism  and 
,  pro-Castro.  That  statement  is  an  indictment  of  every  Democrat  on 
this  committee  and  is  suggesting  a  despicable  political  effort,  when  it 
puts  this  program  into  partisan  politics. 

I  want  to  sum  up  by  saying  that  you  are  here  to  speak  for  the 
administration,  and  if  I  understand  it,  you  are  asking  only  for  three 
things — the  extension  of  the  act,  you  say  for  1  year — and  200,000  tons, 
and  that  leaves  a  third  thing,  the  delegation  of  power  to  the  President. 
That  is  vour  recommendation? 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  substantially  correct. 

The  Chairman.  To  put  it  another  way,  you  do  not  recommend  a 
definite  cut  in  the  sugar  quota  to  Cuba  at  this  time? 

Secretary  Herter.  We  have  not  recommended  that,  but  we  have 
said  that  we  can  live  with  that  bill,  and  if  that  should  be  the  will  of 
the  committee  and  Congress,  we  feel  that  we  can. 

The  Chairman.  You  have  not  recommended  a  limitation — that  is 
not  the  policy  you  have  adopted  toward  Cuba. 
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Secretary  Herter.  I  have  indicated  preferences  in  the  concluding 
paragraph  of  my  statement.  We  want  to  see  a  bill  enacted. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  the  time  or  the  place  to 
engage  in  a  general  debate  as  to  the  merits  of  particular  legislation  or 
any  attempt  to  discredit  any  piece  of  legislation.  I  do  not  want  to 
get  into  an  argument  with  my  good  chairman  about  some  of  the 
things  he  has  said. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  want  you  to  know  that  the  committee  is  very 
strongly  divided  on  the  legislation  that  is  being  discussed  here. 

I  have  joined  with  the  chairman  in  feeling  that  a  1-year  extension 
of  the  act  was  about  all  we  could  hope  for  at  this  session.  I  did  pro- 
pose  an  amendment  which  would  give  the  President  authority  to. 
lower  quotas  when  Congress  was  not  in  session,  but  that  amendment 
was  voted  down  in  the  committee. 

I  wanted  the  President  to  have  the  authority  to  reduce  quotas 
when  the  Congress  was  not  in  session.  That  proposal  was  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  bill  I  introduced. 

Later,  it  became  very  apparent,  at  least  to  me  and  to  others  on 
my  side  of  this  committee,  that  it  would  be  absolutely  impossible  to 
get  a  closed  rule,  which  the  chairman  and  I  were  both  interested  in, 
unless  we  put  in  more  restrictive  language,  such  as  was  incorporated 
in  my  last  bill,  H.R.  12624. 

That,  bill  simply  does  this,  it  extends  the  Sugar  Act  for  1  year.  It 
gives  the  President  authority  to  lower  the  quotas  when  Congress  is 
not  in  session  which,  for  all  practical  purposes,  would  be  the  period 
from  the  adjournment  of  the  present  Congress  until  Congress  recon¬ 
venes  in  January. 

I  think  I  express  the  overwhelming  sentiment  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States  and,  certainly,  of  the  Congress,  that  this  man  Castro 
shall  not  have  any  windfall  and  that  he  is  going  to  behave  in  the 
meantime.  We  can  review  the  entire  situation  next  year.  If  Mr. 
Castro  is  out  of  office  at  that  time  and  we  have  a  more  friendly  person 
in  charge  of  the  Cuban  Government,  we  can  carefully  review  the 
matter  and  make  a  readjustment  of  the  quotas. 

We  are  dealing  with  a  dictator  now  at  our  back  door,  conniving 
with  the  Soviet  and  with  Communist  China,  intimidating  us,  taking 
over  American  property,  and  in  general,  permitting  the  Communists 
to  take  over  that  island. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  proposal  that  I  have  made  is  one  which  will 
protect  Cuba  in  spite  of  Castro’s  actions.  Most  certainly,  it  will 
protect  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  consumers  and  the 
producers  in  this  country. 

Under  my  proposal  we  are  simply  saying  to  Mr.  Castro,  “You  are 
not  going  to  participate  in  the  windfall,”  some  156,000  tons  of  sugar 
which  would  come  his  way  due  to  the  deficit  which  is  occurring  in  the 
quotas  of  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii.  We  are  not  giving  him  one  ounce 
more  or  less  than  he  is  presently  receiving.  I  do  not  think  that  there 
is  anything  unfair  about  that. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  if  there  is  to  be  a  closed  rule  it  will  have  to  be 
a  rule  that  makes  my  bill  in  order  so  it  may  be  considered  by  the 
House.  I  think  that  it  would  be  disastrous  to  have  this  legislation 
brought  up  under  an  open  rule,  because  it  would  open  up  the  entire 
quota  proposition,  involving  not  only  our  domestic  producers,  but  our 
treaty  commitments  with  the  Philippines.  Furthermore,  other  coun- 
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tries  such  as  Mexico,  and  Brazil  would  want  their  share.  If  open  de¬ 
bate  is  permitted  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  Castro  would  be 
castigated  and  condemned  in  no  uncertain  terms  and  many  things 
would  be  said  which  might  further  affect  our  international  relations. 
Commonsense  should  dictate  that  that  we  go  forward  with  a  1-year 
extension  with  the  Presidential  authority  to  handle  the  situation 
when  Congress  is  not  in  session. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  to  ask  a  question,  Mr.  Herter,  if  you  will  permit 
it.  Does  the  State  Department  still  follow  the  philosophy  that  we 
should  distribute  our  sugar  55  percent  to  the  domestic  producers  and 
45  percent  to  the  oversea  producers — is  that  still  our  policy? 

Secretary  Herter.  That  has  been  our  policy  right  along. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know  it  has  been.  But  is  it  the  policy  now? 

Secretary  Herter.  It  is  still  our  policy.  The  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  there  should  be  any  change  in  the  Cuban  quota  as  such 
is  a  matter  that  I  think,  perhaps,  we  could  discuss  in  executive  session 
where  we  can  talk  about  the  political  implications  of  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  one  of  those  who  4  years  ago  wanted  to  cut  the 
Cuban  program. 

The  Chairman.  And  so  was  I. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Cooley  and  I  stood  to  the  last  in  the  conference 
committee,  and  we  were  the  two  who  were  left  there  when  our  other 
three  House  members  voted  against  us.  We  voted  to  cut  the  Cuban 
quota  4  years  ago.  I  am  still  for  cutting  the  Cuban  quota.  I  am 
one  who  does  not  think  that  it  is  doing  this  country  any  good  to  make 
Mr.  Castro  stronger  than  he  is.  But  I  also  recognize  the  danger  of 
making  a  martyr  of  him. 

Do  you  think  there  is  any  danger  of  making  a  martyr  out  of  Mr. 
Castro? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  would  doubt  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  do  not  think  taking  the  sugar  quota  away  from 
Cuba  would  make  the  Cubans  or  other  Latins  look  on  Castro  as  a 
martyr? 

Secretary  Herter.  On  the  other  hand,  as  you  may  recall,  the 
administration  bill  recommended  no  specific  changes  in  the  quota,  but 
it  asked  Presidential  discretion,  if  it  should  be  in  the  national  interest 
to  do  so,  and  of  course  remembering  we  have  to  protect  our  domestic 
markets,  to  reallocate  quotas. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know  that;  and  the  primary  purpose  of  that  request 
was  as  you  state  to  secure  an  adequate  supply  of  sugar  to  the  United 
States.  The  primary  reason  for  requesting  the  interim  authority  to 
adjust  quotas  was  to  safeguard  the  interests  of  this  country  from  pos¬ 
sible  interruption  in  the  supply  of  this  product.  That  was  the  primary 
purpose? 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  has  been  completely  answered  by  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  Mr.  Cooley  has  placed  in  the  bill,  has  it  not? 

Secretary  Herter.  Yes,  I  think  it  has. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  no  longer  a  valid  reason  for  asking  for  this 
power,  is  it? 

Secretary  Herter.  The  amendment,  as  I  understand  it,  that  Mr. 
Cooley  has  put  in  his  bill  gives  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  certain 
discretionary  power.  We  have  asked  that  there  be  put  in  the  hands 
of  the  President,  power  to  reduce  the  quota  if  the  President  sees  fit 
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to  do  so  for  either  reason,  that  of  protecting  our  own  markets,  and 
assuring  of  supply,  or  for  reasons  of  national  interest. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know,  but  I  am  asking  the  question  whether  or  not 
the  Cooley  amendment  had  not  completely  taken  care  of  what  you 
describe  as  the  primary  purpose  of  your  request? 

Secretary  Herter.  Well,  the  Cooley  amendment  does  this.  The 
deficit  has  to  actually  occur  before  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under 
the  Cooley  amendment,  as  I  understand  it,  can  act. 

The  Presidential  discretion  would  allow  taking  action  prior,  when 
something  was  imminent. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  believe  that  the  wording  in  the  Cooley  amendment 
provides  that  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  there  “will  be”  a  shortage 
that  he  may  declare  a  deficit  and  reallocate  the  sugar  quota  and  pre¬ 
vent  a  shortage,  so  that  it  is  up  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  if  he 
foresees  the  possibility  of  a  deficit,  then  he  can  take  care  of  it  under 
the  Cooley  amendment.  And  all  I  am  trying  to  get  to  here  is— and  I 
am  sure  that  you  realize  it  is  true — the  Cooley  amendment  takes  care 
of  this  situation  which  you  have  described  as  being  the  primary  reason 
for  making  the  request.  That  is  right,  is  it  not? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  would  assume  so. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  it  is  right. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  do  not  pretend  to  be  an  expert  in  the  domestic 
operations  of  this  act.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  would  testify 
to  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  have  given  two  reasons  for  wanting  it — one  of 
them  is  that  you  say  that  the  primary  reason  is  that  you  are  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  consumers  of  the  United  States.  I  think  it  is  clear 
that  Mr.  Cooley’s  proposal  takes  care  of  that.  There  is  nothing  left 
in  your  request  except  that  the  President  have  the  power  to  exercise 
it  when  he  thinks  it  is  in  the  national  interest,  whether  it  relates  to 
sugar  or  for  some  other  purpose;  that  is  all,  is  it  not? 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  the  principal  thing. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  it  is.  Now  then,  I  want  to  get  it  clear,  does 
the  State  Department  feel  it  is  desirable  to  maintain  the  55-45  division, 
of  the  present  act? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  have  just  been  consulting  with  my  colleague, 
Mr.  Mann  here,  who  is  very  familiar  with  this  legislation.  And  as 
far  as  we  are  concerned  there  has  been  no  change  in  our  attitude  on 
that. 

On  the  other  hand,  an  emergency  may  arise  which  is  described  by 
Mr.  Hoeven  which  might  make  it  desirable  to  make  that  change. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  understand  or  consider  the  Hoeven  bill  to  make 
a  change  in  the  55-45  basic  distribution  of  sugar? 

Secretary  Herter.  As  I  stated  before,  we  would  prefer  to  have 
complete  flexibility  to  rest  with  the  President,  which  is  in  H.R.  12534, 
the  second  Hoeven  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  other  words,  rather  than  pass  the  first  one,  to  pass 
the  second  one? 

Secretary  Herter.  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  is  the  desire  of  the 
Congress  that  there  be  the  limitation  in  H.R.  12624,  we  can  live 
with  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know  that,  but  would  you  prefer  to  have - 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  the  way  I  testified. 
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Mr.  Poage.  You  would  prefer  the  third  section  of  the  bill.  In 
addition  to  what  our  chairman  has  said  as  to  this  release,  Mr.  Hoeven 
has  been  quoted  as  saying,  “I  do  not  know  why  Mr.  Cooley  should 
take  this  pro-Castro  position.” 

Did  the  State  Department  consider  that  Mr.  Cooley  takes  a  pro- 
Castro  position? 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  In  this  open  hearing  I  deny  that  I  ever  made  such  a 
statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  glad  to  have  you  deny  it.  I  hope  that  you  will 
ask  the  New  York  Times  to  repudiate  that  statement. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  have  not  read  the  article.  I  know  nothing  about 
it.  I  never  made  any  such  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  Will  you  ask  the  Times  to  repudiate  that  statement? 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  will  be  glad  to  call  their  attention  to  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  will  call  their  attention  to  the  fact  that  that  is 
false?  I  am  asking  about  the  statement,  does  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment — 

Mr.  Hoeven.  The  State  Department — ask  them. 

Mr.  Poage.  Does  the  State  Department  feel  that  Mr.  Cooley  has 
taken  a  pro-Castro  position? 

Secretary  Herter.  The  State  Department,  as  far  as  I  know,  has 
never  discussed  this  matter  one  way  or  another  from  the  point  of 
view  of  Mr.  Cooley.  Certainly,  I  am  not  going  to  indict  any  Member 
of  the  Congress  for  any  position  that  he  holds.  I  have  tried  to  make 
it  clear  that  we  feel  that  under  existing  circumstances  that  the  bill 
should  contain  the  right  to  the  President,  when  Congress  is  not  in 
session,  to  reduce  the  quotas,  if  he  believes  it  is  in  our  national  interest. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  you  feel  that  does  not  carry  with  it  any  danger 
of  making  a  martyr  out  of  Mr.  Castro  and  maintaining  him  longer 
than  he  would  otherwise  be  able  to  maintain  his  position? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  do  not. 

Mr.  Poage.  Then  do  you  feel  that  there  is  any  danger  of  making  a 
martyr  of  Mr.  Castro  if  we  take  away  from  him  some  of  the  sugar  that 
the  present  law  would  let  go  to  Cuba? 

Secretary  Herter.  Not  necessarily.  Obviously,  under  the  Sugar 
Act,  this  is  a  matter,  essentially,  of  domestic  legislation. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  have  the  right  to  do  it,  of  course.  The  only  ques¬ 
tion  is  one  of  expediency. 

Secretary  Herter.  As  you  yourself  have  said,  you  have  done  it, 
and  you  have  done  it  in  previous  Sugar  Acts. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  said  I  tried  to.  But  that  was  long  before  I  ever  heard 
the  name  of  Mr.  Castro.  I  do  not  want  to  do  anything  which  may 
perpetuate  Mr.  Castro  down  there,  but  you  feel  that  there  is  no  serious 
danger  in  taking  sugar  away  which  under  the  existing  law  would  go  to 
Cuba? 

Secretary  Herter.  No,  obviously  not.  We  would  not  otherwise 
ask  for  the  authority - 

Mr.  Poage.  You  say,  obviously  not. 

Secretary  Herter.  For  the  authority  to  the  President.  If  he  feels 
that  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  do  so,  to  give  him  that  authority, 
and  if  he  shoidd  exercise  that  authority,  we  would  assume  that  he 
would  be  doing  it  in  our  national  interest. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Then  if  that  danger  does  not  exist,  and  the  committee 
took  away  a  very  substantial  amount  of  sugar,  such  as  200,000  or 
400,000  or  one-half  million  tons,  or  a  million  tons  from  Cuba,  and 
reallocated  it  to  other  countries,  would  the  State  Department  object? 

Secretary  Herter.  We  have  not  favored  the  reallocation  this  year, 
because  of  the  very  thing  that  the  chairman  brought  out  that  this 
would  require  very  long  hearings  with  the  interests  of  everyone  here 
involved  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Latta.  I  would  like  to  hear  the  Secretary’s  answer. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  state  your  answer,  Mr.  Secretary? 
Mr.  Latta  did  not  hear  it. 

Mr.  Latta.  They  were  all  talking  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  did  not  ask  him  if  he  wanted  to,  I  asked  him  if  he  felt 
that  there  was  any  danger  in  doing  it. 

Secretary  Herter.  We  have  asked  that  that  discretion  be  left  in 
the  hands  of  the  President  when  the  Congress  is  not  in  session. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  that;  I  understand  that;  but  the  Congress 
is  in  session  right  now.  I  am  one  of  the  Members  of  this  Congress 
who  would  like  to  take  away  one-half  million  tons  from  Cuba  and  will 
vote  for  it  today,  if  the  State  Department  feels  that  it  is  not  dangerous 
to  the  welfare  of  the  United  States.  I  want  to  know  your  position  on 
it. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  think  that  the  most  important  thing  if  the 
United  States  is  going  to  exercise  that  kind  of  authority  is  that  the 
timing  of  it  should  be  very  carefully  observed.  Obviously,  we  have  a 
situation  that  I  would  like  to  discuss  with  you  in  executive  session  with 
respect  to  Cuba.  I  do  not  think  it  is  desirable  to  discuss  it  in  open 
session. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  just  like  to  say  when  reference  was  made 
to  a  statement  attributed  to  Mr.  Hoeven,  that  he  made  no  such  state¬ 
ment,  but  the  fact  remains  this  publication  indicted  every  member 
of  this  committee- — and  not  only  the  chairman  but  everybody — it 
labeled  all  of  us  as  pro-Castro. 

I  am  like  Mr.  Poage,  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  policy  toward  Cuba, 
200,000  tons  does  not  mean  anything.  I  do  not  want  to  just  shave  one 
side  of  his  face — I  want  to  shave  both  sides  and  the  top  of  his  head. 
And  I  am  willing  to  cut  the  quota  as  far  as  circumstances  will  permit 
us  to  cut  it. 

I  think  that  any  move  we  make  is  fraught  with  danger,  if  we  go  into 
it  unilaterally  and  make  sanctions.  I  have  in  mind  a  question  which 
I  think  is  unambiguous  and  perfectly  clear,  the  question  of,  When  do 
we  violate  that?  Will  200,000  tons  do  it  or  will  it  take  one-half  million 
tons  to  do  it?  Where  does  it  start  and  stop?  I  think  that 
it  is  important  that  we  know.  If  you  want  to  discuss  it  in  executive 
session  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  discuss  it  in  executive  session.  I 
did  not  want  to  do  it  before  the  Rules  Committee  before  I  had  the 
entire  position  of  this  administration  on  this  important  legislation 
which,  I  think,  is  of  national,  even  of  world,  importance,  because  of 
what  we  know  is  going  on  in  the  rest  of  the  world. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  do  not  want  to  discuss  anything  that  should  be 
discussed  in  executive  session,  but  on  page  2,  you  state  that  it  will 
cause  a  feeling  of  uncertainty  and  you  go  on  further  to  state: 

Because  of  these  and  other  circumstances,  this  would  be  an  appropriate  time 
for  the  United  States  to  seek  ways  to  diversify  its  sources  of  supply  and  reduce  the 
dependence  of  its  consumers  on  Cuban  sugar,  the  supply  which  may  become 
increasingly  uncertain. 
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With  that  I  find  no  fault  whatever.  I  think  it  is  a  correct  statement. 
I  want  to  congratulate  the  State  Department  on  it.  I  think  that 
you  are  right. 

But  when  we  legislate — when  we  take  you  at  your  word  and  legislate 
what  you  suggest,  I  want  to  know  your  thoughts  on  it. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  stand  right  by  that  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  all  I  want  to  say. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Belcher. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  any  discussions  I  have  had  in  this 
committee  or  outside  of  the  committee  it  was  never  intended  in  a 
partisan  attitude.  It  was  suggested  that  the  best  thing  for  the  United 
States  would  be  to  ask  for  a  continuation  of  4  years  with  the  power  to 
readjust  these  quotas.  I  did  not  feel  that  it  wTas  a  good  thing  to  give  a 
4-year  extension.  I  did  feel  that  the  President  should  have  the  power 
to  deal  with  it.  And  in  backing  a  President  of  the  United  States  I 
might  be  accused  of  being  partisan  because  I  am  a  Republican, 
and  I  was  backing  a  Republican  President,  but  there  has  never 
been  a  Democratic  President  within  my  lifetime  who  if  he  had  come  to 
this  Congress  and  had  asked  for  authority  to  deal  with  anybody  in  the 
world  who  has  done  the  things  that  Castro  has  done  I  would  be  one 
of  the  first  to  give  him  that  authority. 

This  is  not  my  position  on  the  basis  of  partisan  politics.  I  am  sorry 
that  partisan  politics  have  entered  into  the  picture. 

I  think  that  if  Castro  starts  shooting  Americans  he  will  shoot 
Democrats  just  as  quickly  as  he  will  shoot  Republicans.  [Laughter.] 

And  I  think  to  give  the  power  to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  deal  with  any  emergency  that  might  exist  is  the  only  practical  man¬ 
ner  to  handle  it. 

I  did  not  entirely  follow  Mr.  Poage’s  position  of  changing  the  quotas 
at  all.  When  the  bill  was  before  the  committee  to  extend  the  present 
program  for  1  year  I  offered  an  amendment  to  give  the  President  the 
power  during  that  year  to  readjust  or  cancel  the  quotas.  That  would 
have  made  it  the  same  bill  that  the  President  sent  to  the  Congress, 
with  one  exception,  it  would  have  been  a  1-year  bill,  instead  of  a  4- 
year  bill.  That  wTas  voted  dow*n  by  a  straight  partisan  vote.  I  do 
not  know  whether  it  was  done  on  account  of  partisan  politics  but  it 
simply  so  happened  that  no  Democrat  was  willing  to  trust  the  Presi¬ 
dent  with  that  power,  and  every  Republican  was  willing  to  trust  him 
with  that  power. 

Mr.  Hagen.  For  the  record,  I  voted  for  giving  the  President  the 
authority  to  change  Cuba’s  quota  downward. 

Mr.  Belcher.  I  beg  your  pardon — I  believe  you  did. 

Mr.  Bass.  The  President  has  that  authority  today,  the  record 
should  shown  All  he  has  to  do  is  to  declare  an  emergency.  He  has 
the  authority. 

Mr.  Belcher.  When  I  get  through,  you  can  speak. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  want  to  know  if  the  State  Department  would  be 
in  accord  with  the  1-year  extension  with  the  power  given  to  the 
President  to  readjust  or  cancel  quotas  during  that  1  year? 

Secretary  Herter.  Yes,  we  wmuld. 

Mr.  Belcher.  You  prefer  that  bill  over  any  other  bill,  except 
the  4-year  extension? 

Secretary  Herter.  Yes,  we  do. 
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Mr.  Belcher.  That  is  all. 

The  Chairman.  This  discussion,  it  seems  to  me,  is  somewhat  in¬ 
compatible  with  your  statement  that  you  do  not  want  a  4-year  ex¬ 
tension  now. 

Secretary  Herter.  From  the  outset  we  were  for  the  4-year  ex¬ 
tension. 

The  Chairman.  That  means  that  you  say  that  you  want  a  4-year 
extension,  and  you  do  not  want  to  open  these  quotas  for  4  years. 
How  can  you  readjust  the  quotas,  except  by  action  of  the  Congress? 

Secretary  Herter.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  our  feeling  about  a  4- 
year  bill,  as  is  clearly  brought  out  by  what  is  happening  now,  is  con¬ 
ditioned  by  the  uncertainty  of  having  no  bill  at  all  at  the  present  time 
before  the  Congress  adjourns.  We,  of  course,  want  to  see  some  bill 
enacted  that  will  make  possible  a  continuation  of  the  ver}r  beneficial 
aspects  of  the  Sugar  Act. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  remind  you  of  this,  this  act  is  one  of  the 
most  complicated  and  involved  acts  ever  presented  to  Congress. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  fully  agree. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  to  compliment  the  members  of  the  sugar 
industry,  because  they  have  always  been  able,  when  it  came  down  to 
the  homestretch,  to  agree. 

In  1956  when  I  presented  a  bill  on  sugar  legislation  before  the 
House,  Mr.  Hope  was  on  one  side  and  I  was  on  the  other- — we  both 
said  to  the  House  that  the  bill  was  so  involved  and  so  complicated 
that  time  would  not  even  permit  us  to  explain  it  in  detail  and  that 
the  House  would  have  to  take  it  on  faith,  and  the  House  took  it  on 
faith,  and  we  passed  it  without  any  trouble  at  all. 

I  do  not  anticipate  any  great  deal  of  trouble  when  we  write  such 
legislation,  if  we  go  about  it  in  a  fair  and  impartial  manner  and  do 
the  right  thing.  I  think  that  these  gentlemen  sitting  in  these  chairs 
here  will  cooperate  and  we  will  be  able  to  present  a  bill  to  the  next 
Congress  which  will,  probably,  be  universally  supported. 

Secretary  Herter.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  is  so.  When  I 
speak  of  a  longer  term,  I  speak  of  it  only  as  an  insurance  in  the  event 
of  difficulty.  The  Congress  has  always  the  right  to  amend  the  bill. 

The  Chairman.  I  agree  that  you  want  that — most  of  the  people 
want  that,  because  they  want  to  be  secure  in  the  fact  that  they 
have  a  quota  that  they  might  someday  fill,  such  as  the  people  in 
Puerto  Rico. 

Anything  might  happen  on  the  floor  of  the  House  if  we  should 
bring  it  out  under  an  open  rule.  I  have  been  here  long  enough  to 
know  that  I  cannot  have  my  \yay.  It  is  always  a  proposition  of  give 
and  take  and  compromise.  If  we  can  stay  away  from  partisan 
politics,  fine;  if  we  do  not,  the  Lord  knows  what  will  happen.  If  we 
can  get  together  on  a  bill  we  can  pass  it  in  a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  one  of  those  who  find  it 
rather  difficult,  in  view  of  the  situation  that  exists  now  in  Cuba,  to 
vote  on  any  Sugar  Act.  On  the  other  hand,  I  realize  the  importance 
of  it.  I  think  the  act  has  resulted  in  profound  benefits  to  the  people 
of  our  country. 

Laying  aside  my  feelings  against  the  present  government  in  Cuba, 
I  am  willing  to  accept  the  political  dangers  that  go  along  with  voting 
for  my  kind  of  a  Sugar  Act. 
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I  did  not  know  of  this  Republican  political  statement  which  Mr. 
Cooley  referred  to  until  just  a  few  minutes  ago.  I  want  to  find  out 
from  you- — and  I  think  that  you  can  help  the  passage  of  this  act  if 
you  would  give  us  a  forthright  answer,  and  I  know  that  you  will — - 
whether  or  not  any  kind  of  a  Sugar  Act  which  would  extend  a  quota 
of  even  1  ton  to  Cuba  would  be  regarded  as  a  bonus  to  support 
communism? 

Secretary  Herter.  No.  I  think  that  every  one  of  the  acts  that 
have  been  before  you  involve  a  very  considerable  allocation  to  Cuba. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  would  not  regard  that,  even  extending  as 
much  as  a  quota  of  1  ton  to  Cuba  as  a  vote  for  communism? 

Secretary  Herter.  Well,  you  mean  as  a  fixed  matter  that  could 
not  be  changed  under  any  circumstances? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  think  that  was  the  implication  of  your  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  was  not  the  implication  of  my  statement. 
I  want  to  know  that  if  I  vote  to  buy  5  cents  worth  of  sugar  from  Cuba 
now  or  later,  as  long  as  the  present  government  is  in  power  down  there, 
will  it  be  regarded  as  a  vote  for  communism?  And  if  you  so  regard  it, 
I  will  not  vote  for  any  act  at  all. 

Secretary  Herter.  No,  sir.  My  thesis  all  the  way  through  here 
has  been  this — and  this  has  been  the  administration’s  position  from 
the  very  beginning — that  to  merely  renew  the  Sugar  Act  exactly  as 
it  is  without  any  discretionary  power  on  the  part  of  the  President  as 
to  our  national  interests  or  in  the  interests  of  an  insurance  of  supply  to 
our  own  domestic  markets,  which  1  understand  Mr.  Cooley  tried  to 
take  care  of  with  his  amendment,  would  be  granting  to  Cuba,  under 
existing  circumstances,  a  guarantee  that  I  feel  would  be  an  un¬ 
desirable  one. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  feel  that  the  enactment  of  sugar  legislation  of 
some  kind  now  is  absolutely  essential.  My  feeling  is  not  strong 
enough,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  1  would  vote  for  it,  even  though  it  would 
be  only  a  nickel’s  worth  of  sugar,  if  I  would  be  regarded  as  having 
voted  for  communism,  if  I  so  voted  for  it. 

So,  if  I  understand  your  statement,  if  I  vote  to  pass  out  a  sugar  bill 
which  will  grant  a  quota  to  Cuba,  irrespective  of  the  amount,  whether 
it  be  for  1  ton  or  1  million  tons,  it  is  not  regarded,  as  I  understand  you, 
as  a  vote. for  communism? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  did  not  put  it  in  those  terms. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  am  just  asking  if  you  do — I  want  to  know. 
Because  I  am  not  going  home  with  a  brand  upon  me  as  having  voted 
for  communism.  And  it  is  not  a  question  of  the  degree  of  brand — it 
does  not  make  any  difference  whether  it  is  1  million  ounces  or  1  ounce 
of  sugar.  That  is  what  I  interpret  this  political  statement  to  mean. 
I  am  trying  to  get  the  politics  out  of  the  atmosphere.  I  am  not 
criticizing  anybody.  I  want  the  Secretary  and  my  colleagues  here  to 
know  that  I  feel  very  strongly  that  we  need  legislation,  but  I  cannot 
vote  for  legislation,  if  voting  for  1  pound  of  sugar  for  Cuba  is  going 
to  be  regarded  as  a  vote  for  communism.  Therefore,  I  would  like  to 
have  the  Secretary  of  State  state  for  the  record  whether  or  not  a 
vote  would  be  so  regarded. 

Secretary  Herter.  Once  again  I  have  to  go  back  to  this:  What  you 
are  indicating  is  that  there  be  fixed  by  the  Congress,  irrevocably,  a 
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quota  of  some  kind,  whether  it  be  1  pound  or  1  million  pounds  for 
Cuba? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Yes. 

Secretary  Herter.  That  cannot  be  changed  under  any  circum¬ 
stances,  even  if  our  vital  interests  so  require  or  we  desire  it.  I  think 
that,  is  an  undesirable  type  of  legislation  to  pass  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Let  me  rephrase  it.  This  is  the  news  release  of 
Mr.  William  Miller  of  New  York,  the  Republican  congressional 
chairman.  I  had  not  seen  it  until  this  morning.  Here  is  what  he 
says  and  I  think  that  this  is  a  very  bad  statement.  It  could  lead  to 
no  Sugar  Act  at  all,  I  am  afraid: 

When  the  Democratic  members  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  led  by 
Chairman  Harold  Cooley  of  North  Carolina,  voted  on  a  straight  party  line  basis 
to  increase  the  annual  U.S.  commitment  to  buy  sugar  from  Castro  by  165,000 
pounds — 

in  the  first  place,  there  was  not  a  straight  party  line  basis  vote— 
they  were,  in  effect,  approving  a  $150  million  annual  bonus  for  communism. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  incorrect. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  It  states: 

They  were,  in  effect,  approving  a  $150  million  annual  bonus  for  communism. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  in  fact  165,000  additional  pounds 
would  not  amount  to  150  million  dollars’  worth  of  sugar.  That  is 
what  they  put  out  in  this  press  release.  I  think  that  ought  to  be 
corrected. 

You  state  in  your  statement  that  we  are  now  purchasing  some  3 
million  tons  from  Cuba.  But  according  to  this  statement — according 
to  this  statement  that  is  not  a  Communist  vote,  but  if  I  add  165,000 
pounds  to  it  I  am  voting  for  a  bonus  for  communism. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you,  sir,  what  quantity  can  I  vote  for  and  not 
be  regarded  as  being  a  Communist  or  voting  for  communism? 
[Laughter.]  I  am  serious  about  this.  It  is  not  funny.  I  will  vote 
for  whatever  you  think,  or  whatever  you  assure  me  will  not  be  regarded 
as  a  Communist  vote.  You  give  me  the  tonnage,  and  you  can  count 
on  my  vote. 

The  Chairman.  The  discussion  has  been  on  the  basis  of  a  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  present  program  which  does  not  take  anything  from  Cuba 
and  which  keeps  the  quota  intact. 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  correct;  with  the  authority  in  the 
President - 

The  Chairman.  That  is  the  administration’s  present  program. 

Secretary  Herter  (continuing).  To  reduce  it. 

The  Chairman.  At  the  moment  you  are  asking  for  the  continuation 
of  the  Sugar  Act. 

Secretary  Herter.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  this — — - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  May  I  have  an  answer  now?  Will  you  advise  me 
of  the  quantity  or  the  tonnage  that  I  can  vote  for  and  not  be  regarded 
as  having  voted  a  bonus  for  communism? 

Secretary  Herter.  May  I  begin  by  saying  this:  I  served  in  the 
House  for  a  good  many  years. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  And  very  ably. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  have  never  impugned  the  motives  of  a  Con¬ 
gressman,  no  matter  what  his  vote  was  on  any  question.  I  have 
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always  assumed  that  he  was  making  a  genuine  vote  in  the  best  interests 
as  he  saw  it  of  the  United  States.  I  still  maintain  that. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Thank  you. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  still  maintain  that  position. 

With  respect  to  a  specific  tonnage,  obviously,  I  cannot  answer  that 
question  in  terms  of  tons.  I  am  assuming — and  I  have  never  seen 
the  statement  which  you  have  just  read  from — I  know  nothing 
about  it - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  not  think  that  it  is  a  rather  regrettable 
statement? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  have  only  heard  one  paragraph  of  it.  I  do 
not  know  what  the  rest  of  it  is.  I  am  afraid  I  do  not  even  know  the 
source  of  it. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Perhaps  I  should  not  have  asked  that  question. 

Secretary  Herter.  But  I  will  say,  the  question  of  an  additional 
tonnage  over  and  above  the  quota  which  would  come  as  the  result 
of  shortages  elsewhere  would  be  giving  a  bonus,  certainly,  to  a  govern¬ 
ment  with  which  we  are  having  very  serious  difficulties. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  agree  with  that.  The  bonus  is  an  infinitesimal 
amount.  We  have  a  commitment  of  3  million-some-odd  tons.  I  will 
not  pursue  that  further. 

I  have  one  other  question.  I  want  to  read  one  other  paragraph 
from  this  sheet.  It  states:  “The  Cooley  action  hamstrings  our 
Government,”  he  said,  “puts  us  in  the  ridiculous  position  of  paying 
for  Castro’s  growing  army,”  and  so  forth. 

At  what  level  of  tonnage  can  I  vote  for  sugar  for  Cuba  and  not 
be  regarded  as  putting  our  Government  in  the  position  of  paying  for 
Castro’s  growing  army?  Will  you  give  me  that  in  tons? 

Secretary  Herter.  No;  I  cannot  give  you  that  in  tons. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  May  I  read  a  little  further?  That  answers  me. 
I  apologize  for  the  interruption.  It  states: 

underwriting  his  seizure  of  American  property. 

How  much  tonnage  can  I  vote  for  to  avoid  that  stigma  being  placed 
upon  me? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  a  direct  relationship 
there. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  And  it  continues: 

subsidizing  his  trip  to  Moscow. 

Is  there  any  level  of  tonnage  on  that?  I  want  to  get  it  in  the  record, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  we  have  a  right  to  get  it  clear  here  this 
morning. 

The  Chairman.  Certainly. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  do  not  think  tonnage  is  involved  in  that. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  And  it  goes  on: 

And  his  entertainment  of  Khrushchev  in  Cuba,  and  financing  his  insults  to  our 
Nation. 

My  questions  may  have  appeared  to  have  been  facetious,  and  some 
regard  them  as  funny,  but  in  all  honesty  they  were  not  facetious, 
nor  so  intended,  nor  were  they  propounded  in  a  ridiculous  vein. 

I  think  the  Secretary  fully  agrees  with  the  members  of  the  committee 
that  we  need  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  in  some  manner  or  form;  do  you 
not? 


EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  194  8,  AS  AMENDED 


19 


Secretary  Herter.  I  do. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  The  answer  is  “Yes.”  And  you  also  agree  that 
if  I  vote  to  report  a  bill — that  is,  if  you  agree  with  me,  even  though 
it  carried  only  1  ton  to  Cuba — -that  I  will  not  be  regarded  as  having 
voted  a  bonus  or  even  cast  a  vote  in  support  of  communism? 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

I  would  like  to  ask  that  some  member — and  I  do  this  reluctantly — - 
some  member  on  the  minority  side  deliver  the  Secretary’s  answer  to 
Mr.  Miller  and  ask  that  he  issue  a  correction  sheet  on  this  Statement- 

Secretary  Herter.  May  I  add  this,  I  still  feel  just  as  strongly  as  I 
testified  to  at  the  beginning  that  the  President  ought  to  have  the 
right,  while  the  Congress  is  out  of  session,  in  our  national  interest  to 
reduce  the  quota. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  am  not  differing  with  you  on  that.  I  might 
vote  for  that.  My  point  is  that  I  just  want  to  clear  this  up,  so  that 
when  I  go  back  to  the  people  of  my  district,  I  will  not  have  the  charge 
being  put  upon  me  that  I  voted  to  finance  a  Communist  government 
and  the  like. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  to  ask  one  question:  If  I  understand,  the 
principal  issue  here  is  that  you  are  now  recommending  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  an  extension  of  the  act  as  is? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  stated  that  is  our  purpose. 

The  Chairman.  So  you,  certainly,  should  not  be  accused  of  com¬ 
munism  because  you  are  supporting  what  this  committee  reported, 
plus  the  delegation  of  power? 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  a  very  important  part  and  considera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Hagen.  I  am  a  Democrat,  but  I  supported  the  proposition 
that  the  President  should  have  the  authority.  At  the  same  time,  I 
do  not  believe  that  anybody  should  be  labeled  pro-Castro  or  pro- 
Communist  for  taking  an  opposite  position.  I  think  Mr.  Miller  was 
ill-advised  in  his  statement.  That  is  my  position. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  to  come  back  to  the  proposition, 
this  committee  reported  a  bill  which  I  assume  you  are  familiar  with 
continuing  the  act  as  is  for  1  year  with  the  right  of  the  Secretary  to 
act  under  certain  circumstances  to  assure  an  adequate  supply.  We 
did  not  adopt  the  delegation  of  power  to  the  President.  So  you  do 
agree  with  the  committee  bill  if  you  add  the  delegation  of  power  to  it? 

Secretary  Herter.  Yes.  On  the  other  hand,  I  have  also  said  that 
we  can  get  along  with  the  bill — the  last  bill  that  Mr.  Hoeven  has  in¬ 
troduced,  if  that  is  the  will  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Exactly — I  wanted  that  in  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  Dr.  Dixon. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  that  as  regards 
to  the  number  of  tons  we  will  subsidize  Castro,  that  should  be  a  matter 
for  the  President  to  decide.  And  if  we  tie  his  hands,  then  we  rob  him 
of  the  bargaining  power  which  he  might  need,  is  that  not  right? 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  if  we  tie  the  President’s  hands  we  are,  certainly, 
not  acting  in  the  interests  of  our  country.  As  for  myself,  I  want  to 
give  the  President  of  this  great  country  the  right  to  act  in  these  trying 
times.  And  please  do  not  count  me  as  one  who  will  tie  his  hands. 

That  is  my  feeling. 
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Mr.  Abernethy.  Will  you  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  will. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  For  myself  I  am  not  about  to  say  that  I  am  going 
to  depend  upon  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  determine 
whether  or  not  my  action  here  was  Communist  or  otherwise.  I  have 
just  about  been  convinced  by  virtue  of  this  statement  that  maybe  we 
should  not  have  any  Sugar  Act  at  all,  because  if  we  vote,  according  to 
this  statement — if  I  vote  for  1  pound  of  sugar  for  Cuba  or  165,000 
pounds  or  500  million  pounds,  then  I  am  soft  on  communism. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  that  we  are  all  getting  excited  over  a  state¬ 
ment  made  by  an  utterly  irresponsible  person.  Now  go  ahead. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Dixon.  If  I  might  continue  then,  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of 
this  statement  by  the  Secretary  of  State  on  page  2  where  he  states: 

Because  of  these  and  other  circumstances,  this  would  be  an  appropriate  time  for 
the  United  States  to  seek  ways  to  diversify  its  sources  of  supply  and  reduce  the 
dependence  of  its  consumers  on  Cuban  sugar. 

First,  Cuba  might  produce  a  million  tons  less,  because  of  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  land  program  and  unsettled  conditions  there. 

Second,  the  contract  is  for  1  million  tons  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

Third,  a  transaction  Avith  China  of  one-half  million  tons  of  sugar,  and 
with  East  Germany  and  Poland,  a  contract  for  60,000  tons  and  50,000 
tons  respectively. 

We  would  be  justified  in  saying  that  we  had  better  take  care  of  our¬ 
selves,  would  we  not?  What  are  we  going  to  do  with  a  trend  like  that? 

I  agree  with  the  Secretary  when  he  says : 

Because  of  these  and  other  circumstances,  this  would  be  an  appropriate  time  for 
the  United  States  to  seek  ways  to  diversify  its  sources  of  supply  and  reduce  the 
dependence  of  its  consumers  on  Cuban  sugar. 

No  truer  statement  was  ever  made. 

Our  Secretary  has  made  the  statement  that  we  have  a  deficit  in 
Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  which  the  cane  sugar  and  beet  sugar  people 
cannot  fill. 

I  have  a  statement  here  from  Air.  Meyers  who  conducts  the  pro¬ 
gram.  He  is  sitting  in  the  first  row  there.  He  says — - 

the  acreage  has  been  reduced  slowly  because  of  the  full  size  of  the  future  deficit 
cannot  be  forecast  a  year  in  advance. 

I  would  like  to  just  address  this  to  our  chairman.  It  deals  with  a 
statement  that  he  made  about  the  domestic  industry  not  being  able  to 
fill  deficits.  Air.  Aleyers  says  that  the  acreage  had  been  reduced 
slowly,  because  of  the  full  size  of  the  future  deficit  could  not  be  forecast 
a  year  in  advance.  The  deficit  cannot  be  determined  before  beets 
must  be  planted.  That  accounts  for  the  beet  industry  not  being  able 
to  fill  deficits.  You  just  give  them  a  chance  by  notifying  them  in 
advance  of  the  planting  and  marketing  season  and  see  whether  or  not 
they  can  fill  deficits. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  interrupt  you  to  say  that  the  Secretary  is 
not  prepared  to  discuss  the  provisions  of  the  distribution  of  sugar. 
I  do  not  think  that  is  a  proper  question  for  him.  I  Avould  like  to  hold 
the  discussion  on  the  question  of  policy. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  addressing  it  to  the  Secretary’s  statement  on 
page  2.  I  want  to  determine  if  he  stands  behind  that  statement. 
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The  Chairman.  The  Secretary  made  a  perfectly  clear  statement 
here. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Our  chairman  has  taken  most  of  the  time.  Can  I  not 
have  just  1  or  2  minutes? 

The  Chairman.  Go  ahead.  You  are  making  a  speech.  Ask  the 
question  of  the  witness. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  amendment  which  was 
placed  in  the  committee  bill,  I  think  at  my  instance,  to  prevent 
Castro  from  holding  a  club  over  our  head  by  deferring  the  shipment 
of  his  sugar  to  us  until  we  were  forced  to  purchase  from  other  suppliers 
and  then  dumping  all  of  it  on  our  market? 

Do  you  think  that  this  amendment  would  take  care  of  the  sugar 
beet  people  in  fdling  the  deficit? 

Secretary  Herter.  There  you  are  getting  into  a  very  technical 
phase  of  this.  On  the  beet  sugar  industry’s  capacity  to  do  that,  Mr. 
Meyers  or  Mr.  Morse  will  be  testifying  here  tomorrow,  and  they  can 
testify  better  to  that  than  I  can. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  the  question  that  I  raised  with  regard  to  his 
amendment  which  our  chairman  said  took  care  of  the  problem.  I 
am  maintaining  that  it  would  not  take  care  of  it,  because  it  would 
place  in  the  other  country’s  hands  prett}7  much  the  decision  whether 
they  would  give  us  sugar  or  not  until  it  was  too  late.  We  have  to  know 
a  year  in  advance  before  we  can  take  care  of  this  country’s  needs. 
That  has  been  our  trouble  all  of  the  time.  And,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
is  why  this  amendment  will  prevent  him  from  dumping  it  at  the  last 
minute  on  us,  but  it  will  not  give  us  notice  in  time  to  fill  the  deficit. 

The  Chairman.  The  Secretary  referred  that  to  Mr.  Morse  and  to 
Mr.  Meyers. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Since  he  brought  up  the  question,  and  the  Secretary 
was  asked  the  question,  if  the  amendment  did  not  take  care  of  it,  he 
now  says  that  he  wants  Mr.  Meyers  to  answer  it.  That  is  all  I  asked 
for. 

Mr.  Hagen.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hagen.  This  sugar  does  not  have  to  come  from  the  domestic 
beet  area.  It  can  come  from  any  country  in  the  world.  There  is 
plenty  of  sugar  lying  around  in  these  other  countries  that  is  not  being 
used.  There  is  no  problem  of  a  shortage  at  all. 

The  Chairman.  Who  said  that? 

Mr.  Hagen.  You  said  that  there  would  be  a  shortage  of  sugar  if - 

The  Chairman.  Where  did  you  get  that  from?  I  made  no  such 
statement  as  that.  Peru  has  some,  and  other  countries  have  some. 

Mr.  Hagen.  I  wanted  to  make  that  clear. 

The  Chairman.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  Hagen.  You  complained  about  the  candy  manufacturers,  and 
other  users  facing  shortages  if  Cuba  was  cut  radically. 

The  Chairman.  I  have  not  complained  about  anybody. 

Mr.  Hagen.  Look  at  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Dixon  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Secretary,  is  there  not  the  inference  in  your  state¬ 
ment  here  that  if  we  have  quotas  to  give  that  you  prefer  to  give  them 
to  our  domestic  growers,  if  they  can  fill  them? 

Secretary  Herter.  Well,  in  the  original  bill  we  indicated  that — r — * 

Mr.  Dixon.  In  the  original  bill.  And  that  is  what  I  am  working 
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for,  that  we  want  this  bill  drawn  so  that  the  people  from  Mrs.  May’s 
district  who  are  begging  for  allotments,  who  cannot  plant  an  acre, 
will  get  it.  I  think  that  the  bill  submitted  by  Mr.  Hoeven  is  the 
right  legislation. 

The  Chairman.  The  Secretary  does  not  agree  with  you,  so  let  us 
move  on. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  He  does  agree  with  me. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  do  not  think  that  we  should  give  Cuba  this  windfall 
of  150,000  tons  above  the  3.1 -million-ton  quota.  We  are  giving  them 
a  quota.  And  I  do  not  think  that  we  ought  to  give  them  the  wind¬ 
fall  above  that. 

Mr.  Coad.  Will  you  yield  there? 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  yield  to  Mr.  Pirnie. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  It  is  my  understanding  that  this  hearing  this  morning 
is  to  hear  the  views  of  the  Secretary,  who  is  going  to  help  us  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  important  it  is  to  this  country  that  the  delegation  of  power 
should  reside  in  the  President,  so  that  we  might  be  aware  of  how 
much  strength  we  would  give  him  in  effect  dealing  with  the  delicate 
situation  which  we  understand  we  are  faced  with.  And  I  was  hopeful 
that  the  testimony  this  morning,  whether  given  in  open  or  executive 
session,  would  enlighten  us  on  that  point.  I  understand  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  views  up  to  this  point,  and  I  am  in  accord  with  them,  which 
will  be  helpful,  but  I,  also,  understood  that  the  Secretary  felt  that  if 
he  could  speak  to  us  in  executive  session  he  would  make  that  point 
clearer. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  hear  from  Mrs.  May. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CATHERINE  MAY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WASHINGTON 

Mrs.  May.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  it  is  very  important  that  I  make 
some  comment  for  the  record  on  certain  statements  you  made  in  your 
opening  remarks  this  morning.  The  chairman  has  stated,  among 
other  things,  that  no  Member  of  Congress  in  this  session  had  requested 
hearings  for  sugar  legislation.  A  statement  was  also  made  indicating 
that  he  had  not  been  requested  by  organizations  representing  sugar 
interests  to  hold  hearings  on  the  proposed  changes  in  the  Sugar  Act. 
And,  finally,  he  stated  that  no  member  of  the  committee  had  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  requested  by  the  administration. 

Since  I  am  a  Member  of  Congress  representing  a  large  sugar  beet 
growing  area,  I  feel  it  is  very  important  that  the  record  state  at  this 
point  that,  starting  early  in  the  1st  session  of  the  86th  Congress,  in 
February  of  1959  to  be  exact,  I  contacted  the  chairman  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  as  well  as  Mr.  Hoeven,  the  ranking  minority  member,  to  ascer¬ 
tain  when  this  committee  would  be  considering  sugar  legislation. 
This  was  a  very  natural  thing  for  me  to  do  in  that  my  beet  growers 
were  very  concerned  over  extension  of  the  act,  so  that  they  might 
have  the  vital  information  they  needed  for  programing  their  sugar 
beet  planting. 

It  was  indicated  by  the  chairman  to  me  on  these  occasions,  and  also 
during  informal  discussion  in  committee  meeting  on  three  different 
occasions,  that  there  had  been  a  general  agreement  that,  with  the 
Cuban  situation  so  fluid  and  uncertain,  it  would  be  better  not  to  take 
any  action  on  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act  in  the  1st  session  of  the 
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86th  Congress.  In  interviews  with  representatives  of  the  State  De¬ 
partment  and  representatives  of  the  sugar  organizations,  they  indi¬ 
cated  they  were  in  agreement  with  this  decision.  On  my  return  to 
my  district  in  the  fall,  I  explained  to  my  growers  this  decision  on  the 
part  of  those  who  had  the  power  and  the  responsibility  for  calling 
up  this  legislation  for  consideration.  At  that  time,  I  quoted  the 
chairman’s  statement  to  me  on  this  and  explained  to  them  that 
those  close  to  the  situation  seemed  to  feel  that  this  was  a  sound 
decision  made  in  the  best  national  interest.  Having  been  assured  that 
this  legislation  would  definitely  have  to  be  considered  in  the  2d  session 
of  the  86th  Congress,  because  the  act  was  due  to  expire  on  December 
31,  1960,  I  introduced  two  bills  requesting  extension  of  the  act  and 
certain  changes  therein.  These  bills  were  H.R.  9985,  introduced 
January  27,  1960,  and  H.R.  10576,  introduced  February  22,  1960.  I 
then  contacted  the  chairman  and  my  ranking  minority  leader,  Mr. 
Hoeven,  urging  them  to  hold  hearings  on  these  bills.  I  also  have 
verbal  assurance  and  copies  of  letters  in  my  file  showing  definitely 
that  representatives  of  the  Sugar  Beet  Association,  as  well  as  other 
organizations  representing  sugar  interests,  had  been  requesting  that 
the  Agriculture  Committees  in  the  House  and  Senate  bring  up  these 
various  bills  for  consideration.  I  would  also  point  out  that,  in  both 
of  these  bills  which  I  introduced,  and  in  several  other  bills  pertaining 
to  sugar  introduced  by  my  colleagues  in  Congress,  there  is  contained 
the  provision  requested  by  the  administration  giving  the  President 
needed  authority  to  change  foreign  quotas  when  it  was  deemed  to  be 
in  the  best  national  interest. 

At  this  time,  I  do  not  question  the  chairman’s  decision  to  delay 
consideration  of  sugar  legislation  until  so  late  in  the  session.  Nor 
do  I  question  his  sincerity  in  his  belief,  under  a  very  difficult  inter¬ 
national  situation,  that  this  was  the  best  procedure.  I  do  want  it 
shown  clearly  in  the  record,  however,  that  there  were  those  of  us 
who  did  not  share  his  viewpoint  and  did  make  requests  that  the  Sugar 
Act  extension  be  considered  early  in  the  2d  session  of  the  86th 
Congress. 

•  The  Chairman.  We  will  go  into  executive  session  immediately  as 
soon  as  Mr.  Mclntire  has  finished.  Go  ahead,  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  McIntire.  I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  his  statement  on  this  matter.  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question: 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  reference  was  made  in  the  preceding  dis¬ 
cussion  that  the  proposal  as  presented  in  the  last  bill  introduced  by 
Mr.  Hoeven  would  be  a  change  of  policy  in  relation  to  the  55-45 
formula  participation  in  the  growth,  I  would  like  to  ask,  Mr.  Secretary, 
if  you  will  have  some  of  those  in  the  Department  who  are  conversant 
with  the  details  of  this  legislation  and  the  previous  policies,  so  far  as  the 
State  Department  is  concerned,  to  look  at  this  bill  of  Mr.  Hoeven’s 
which,  after  all,  is  basically  dealing  only  with  the  growth  factor  as  it 
occurs  in  relation  to  Cuba,  and  dealing  then  with  the  deficit  and  the 
distribution  of  the  deficit  as  to  whether  or  not  the  provisions  in  the 
Hoeven  bill  are  a  change  in  policy.  It  seems  to  me  this  is  only  a  tempo¬ 
rary  measure,  meeting  a  situation  of  the  moment,  and  an  attempt,  I 
think,  to  reflect  the  desire  of  many  people  not  to  pass  any  particular 
bonuses  along  to  the  Cuban  Government  at  this  time,  but  it  is  not  a 
matter  of  basic  purpose.  And,  frankly,  I  feel  that  the  55-45  formula 
is  not  being  violated  by  any  change,  by  the  proposal  of  Mr.  Hoeven. 
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I  would  appreciate  a  brief  review  being  made  on  the  part  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  to  give  us  the  benefit  of  a  further  observation  on  that. 

Secretary  Herter.  I  will  be  very  glad  to  do  that.  And  if  you  would 
like,  I  will  have  inserted  into  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

(The  information  follows:) 

The  55-45  Formula 

W  hen  sugar  legislation  was  last  considered  by  the  Congress  in  1955  and  1956 
the  administration  recommended  that  increases  in  sugar  consumption  in  the 
United  States  over  the  level  of  8,350,000  tons  should  be  apportioned  between 
domestic  areas  and  foreign  countries  in  the  ratio  of  55—45  respectively.  The 
Congress  accepted  this  formula  as  a  fair  and  equitable  division  of  our  steadily 
increasing  market,  and  it  was  written  into  the  law  presently  in  effect.  The 
Department  of  State  continues  to  believe  it  is  an  important  principle  which  should 
be  maintained  in  the  future. 

Section  1  of  the  third  bill  introduced  by  Mr.  Hoeven  (H.R.  12624)  provides  that 
the  Cuban  quota  shall  not  be  increased  above  its  present  level,  and  that  the  quan¬ 
tity  which  would  otherwise  be  allocated  to  Cuba  shall  be  allocated  to  the  domestic 
areas.  In  effect  this  provision  contravenes  the  55—45  principle,  for  increases  in 
growth  that  would  normally  accrue  to  Cuba  are  not  allocated  to  other  foreign 
countries  but  to  domestic  areas.  This  of  course  would  increase  the  share  of  the 
domestic  areas  above  55  percent  of  the  growth  of  our  market.  When  Secretary 
Herter  indicated  he  could  “live  with”  H.R.  12624  if  it  were  the  desire  of  the 
Congress,  he  did  so  in  the  knowledge  that  the  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act  under 
consideration  was  for  1  year  only  amid  unusual  circumstances  affecting  our 
foreiP.  suppliei*.  As  the  proposed  legislation  was  not  a  normal  extension 
of  the  Sugar  Act  for  an  extended  period  of  years,  it  was  not  considered  that  the 
basic  principle  embodied  in  the  55—45  formula  was  being  substantially  altered. 

1  he  Chairman.  Mr.  Bass. 

Mr.  Bass.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
now  lias  the  authority,  if  lie  so  desires,  by  declaring  a  national 
emergency  exists  between  this  country  and  Cuba,  to  revise  cancel  or 
downgrade  or  do  anything  be  wants  with  reference  to  the  purchase 
ol  sugar  from  Cuba? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  answer  that  categori¬ 
cally.  i  bis,  I  assume  from  your  question,  would  mean  that  he  would 
acquire  certain  war  powers  on  declaring  an  emergency,  but  I  am  not 
sure  that  those  war  powers  can  be  given  to  him  without  special  act 
ol  the  Congress. 

a  r1"  wou14  not  necessarily  have  to  come  to  that. 

All .  Chairman,  did  not  the  Attorney  General  write  us  in  answer 
to  a  request  of  yours  that  the  President  would  have  the  authority  in 
case  he  declared  a  state  of  emergency  existed  between  this  country 
and  Cuba  to  do  that?  J 

The  Chairman.  He  did. 

Mr.  Bass.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  for  order? 

Mr.  Chairman.  Go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Bass  When  the  vital  interests,  as  you  state— the  vital  interests 
internationally,  even  from  the  standpoint  of  diplomacy  or  from  the 
standpoint  ol  economics— when  the  vital  interests  of  this  country  are 
involved  to  the  point  where  the  President  would  want  to  bring  about 
economic  reprisals  by  withdrawing  our  trade,  would  you  not  state  as 
t he  Secretary  ol  State  that  an  emergency  really  does  exist  between 
this  country  and  Cuba  in  those  circumstances? 

Secretary  Herter.  This  is  a  question  very  clearly  for  the  Attorney 
U-eneral  or  a  lawyer  to  answer,  because  it  involves  the  whole  question 
o  wai  powers  that  I  do  not  feel  that  I  could  answer  categorically  at 
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this  point.  I  will  be  very  glad  to  examine  the  message  that  you  have 
from  the  Attorney  General  on  this  point  and  do  my  best  to  get  an 
answer  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Bass.  If  the  President  of  the  United  States  said  that  a  state 
of  emergency  actually  existed  between  the  two  countries,  would  it  not? 

Secretary  Herter.  There  are  many  implications  that  go  into  that, 
that  might  well  be  beyond  the  question  of  a  quota  arrangement 
with  Cuba. 

Mr.  Bass.  With  reference  to  this  little  poop  sheet  that  we  have 
heard  about  this  morning,  which,  I  think,  is  a  most  unfortunate 
incident,  it  bears  out  my  feeling  that  it  would  be  wrong  in  this  election 
year  to  drastically  change  the  Sugar  Act  or  to  do  any  more  than, 
perhaps,  have  a  6-month  or  1-year  extension,  because  it  appears  to 
me  now  that  an  attempt  is  being  made  by  political  aspirants  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  to  show  that  there  can  be  a  microfilm  in  a  sugar 
beet  as  well  as  in  a  pumpkin. 

The  Chairman.  Not  the  Attorney  General,  that  came  from  one  of 
the  attorneys  in  the  Department,  that  in  an  emergency  the  President 
might  do  that. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  want  to  make  clear  that  the  President  does  now 
have  the  authority  to  lift  all  quotas,  not  specifically  as  to  Cuba, 
which  my  bill  provides  for. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Coad  is  recognized. 

Mr.  Coad.  I  have  one  question.  When  Mr.  Abernethy  was  ques¬ 
tioning  you  a  few  minutes  ago  about  the  tonnage  aspect,  that  is 
at  wThat  point  it  would  be  taken  as  a  position  of  being  soft  on  com¬ 
munism  or  giving  a  bonus  to  Castro,  in  your  response  to  his  questions 
I  notice  that  the  inference  wTas  there  that  if  we  voted  on  a  bill 
that  established  definite  quotas  for  Cuba,  without  Presidential 
authority  to  lift  those  quotas,  that  that  statement  would  stand.  Is 
that  true  or  false? 

Secretary  Herter.  That  is  correct.  I  feel  that  it  would  be  very 
inadvisable  at  the  present  time  to  pass  an  inflexible  act  which  would 
definitely  guarantee  under  all  circumstances,  until  the  Congress  met 
again,  a  specific  quota  to  Cuba. 

Air.  Coad.  In  other  words,  if  we  voted  a  definite  quota  bill  to 
Cuba  without  Presidential  authority  you  do,  in  fact,  agree  with  that 
statement  that  has  been  referred  to  here  this  morning? 

Secretary  Herter.  I  would  not  say  that  I  would  agree  with  the 
wording,  but  I  would  say  that  it  wuuld  be  an  unfortunate  thing, 
I  think,  from  the  point  of  view  of  our  foreign  policy  posture  to  have 
a  bill  of  that  kind  on  the  statute  books. 

Mr.  Coad.  I  am  led  to  assume  that  you  do  not  in  any  regard  or 
in  any  degree  repudiate  that  statement? 

Secretary  Herter.  You  mean  this  statement?  This  statement 
that  was  read  to  me  in  pieces  for  the  first  time?  I  have  never  seen  it. 
I  do  not  know  where  it  came  from  or  anything  about  it. 

Mr.  Coad.  By  your  statement  I  am  assuming  that  you  do  not 
repudiate  it,  because  if  there  is  a  bill - 

The  Chairman.  He  has  not  seen  it.  He  has  so  said. 

Mr.  Coad.  I  understand  that. 

The  Chairman.  All  right,  we  will  go  into  executive  session. 

(Whereupon,  at  11 :40  a.m.,  the  committee  proceeded  into  executive 
session.) 
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June 

1, 

I960 

House  committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  12311  with  amendment 0 

June 

6, 

I960 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  12311  with  amend¬ 
ment.  H.  Report  No.  1?U6.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

June 

9, 

I960 

Summary  of  H.  R.  12311  as  reported  by  House 
committee . 

June 

27, 

I960 

House  Agriculture  Committee  approved  a  committee 
amendment  to  be  offered  to  H.  R.  12311. 

June 

29, 

I960 

Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the 
consideration  of  H.  R.  12311.  H.  Fes.  588,  H. 
Report  No.  2038,  Print  of  resolution  and  report 

Rep.  Cooley  summarized  the  provisions  of  H.  R. 
12311. 

June 

30, 

I960 

House  passed  H,  R,  12311  with  amendment. 

July 

1, 

I960 

Senate  received  H.  R.  12311  as  passed  by  House. 
Print  of  bill. 

Senate  committee  reported  S.  J.  Res.  217  with¬ 
out  amendment.  S.  Report  No.  1833.  Print  of 
bill  and  report. 

July 

2, 

I960 

Senate  passed  S.  J.  Res.  217  with  amendment. 

House  agreed  to  H„  Res.  598  providing  for  return 
of  S.  Jo  Res.  217  to  the  Senate  without  action. 
Print  of  resolution. 


Senate  passed  H.  R.  12311  with  amendments. 

House  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

Both  Houses  received  and  agreed  to  the  conference 
report o  H.  Report  No.  2090,  Print  of  report. 

July  6,  I960  Approved:  Public  Law  86-592. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  86-592 


AMENDMENTS  TO  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948.  Amends  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  as  follows: 

Extends  the  Sugar  Act  through  March  31,  1961. 

Directs  the  President  to  determine  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  the 
balance  of  the  calendar  year  1960  and  for  the  three  months  period 
ending  March  31,  1961.  In  no  event  may  the  determined  quota  for 
Cuba  exceed  that  which  would  otherwise  be  established  under  Title 
II  of  the  Act. 

Authorizes  the  President  to  cause  or  permit  to  be  brought  or  im¬ 
ported  into  or  marketed  in  the  United  States  from  such  sources  as 
he  deems  appropriate  a  quantity  not  in  excess  of  the  quantity  by 
which  the  quota  for  Cuba  is  reduced. 

The  portion  of  the  quota-reduction-quantity  equivalent  to  that 
part  of  domestic  area  deficits  which  otherwise  would  be  prorated 
to  Cuba  may  be  allocated  to  other  domestic  areas. 

The  remaining  quantity  of  the  reduction,  the  President  is  authorized 
to  purchase  as  raw  sugar  as  follows: 

(1)  First,  there  shall  be  purchased  from  Haiti,  Netherlands,  China, 
Panama  and  Costa  Rica,  a  quantity  which  would  permit  a  total,  includ¬ 
ing  quota  quantities,  of  10,000  tons  to  be  imported  from  each  country. 
At  the  present  level  of  total  quotas,  9,400,000  tons,  28,391  short 
tons,  raw  value,  could  be  purchased  from  this  group  of  countries. 

(2)  Then,  15  percent  of  the  remainder  of  the  reduction  shall  be 
purchased  from  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines. 

And  85  percent  of  the  remainder  of  the  reduction  shall  be  purchased 
from  other  countries  which  have  quotas  under  Section  202(c)  of  the  Act 
pro  rata  to  those  quotas.  Those  countries  are: 


Peru 

Dom.  Republic 
Mexico 
Nicaragua 
Canada 


United  Kingdom 
Belgium 
British  Guiana 
Hong  Kong 


(3)  If 
from  any 


additional  quantities  are  required,  purchases  may  be  made 
countries  without  regard  to  allocations. 


(4)  If  raw  sugar  is  not  reasonably  available,  the  President  may 
cause  or  permit  the  required  quantity  of  direct -consumption  sugar  to 
be  imported. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  187 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  12, 1959 

Mr.  Ellender  (for  himself,  Mr.  Bennett,  Mr.  Long,  Mr.  Mansfield,  Mr. 
Engle,  Mr.  Dworshak,  Mr.  Carlson,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Curtis,  Mr. 
Holland,  Mr.  O’Mahoney,  Mr.  Smathers,  Mr.  Allott,  Mr.  Young  of 
North  Dakota,  Mr.  McGee,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Church,  Mr.  Murray,  Mr. 
Hruska,  Mr.  Bartlett,  Mr.  Bible,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Neuberger,  Mr.  Kuchel, 
Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota,  Mr.  McCarthy,  Mr.  Mundt,  Mr.  Martin, 
Mr.  Dirksen,  Mr.  Sciioeppel,  Mr.  Hickenlooper,  Mr.  Wiley,  Mr. 
Humphrey,  Mr.  Magnuson,  Mr.  Langer,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Young  of 
Ohio,  Mr.  McNamara,  Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  Lausche, 
Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Carroll,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr. 
Cannon,  and  Mr.  Capehart)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read 
twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


A  BILL 

To  make  permanent  the  provisions  of  tlie  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (relating  to 

4  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

5  under  the  Act)  is  hereby  repealed. 

6  Sec.  2.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to 

7  the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

8  Code  of  1954  are  hereby  repealed. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  29, 1959 

Mr.  Berry  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com 

mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  make  permanent  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (relating  to 

4  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

5  under  the  Act)  is  hereby  repealed. 

6  Sec.  2.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to 

7  the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

8  Code  of  1954  are  hereby  repealed. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


M  JSLw  M,  ^  M. 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  EEPEESENTATIVES 

March  25, 1959 

Mr.  Dixon  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  extend  for  six  years  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 

4  (relating  to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under 

5  the  Act) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “I960”  in  each  place 

6  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1966”. 

7  Sec.  2.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  of  the  Internal 

8  Eevenue  Code  of  1954,  as  amended  (relating  to  the  ter- 

9  ruination  of  taxes  on  sugar) ,  are  amended  by  striking  out 

10  “1961”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 

11  thereof  “1967”. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

Janttaby  13, 1960 

Mr.  Thomson  of  Wyoming  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  with  respect  to  the  proration 

of  quotas  in  the  case  of  Cuba. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Beyresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  202(c)  (2)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  is 

4  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

5  sentence :  “The  quota  established  for  Cuba  by  the  application 

6  of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  he  re- 

7  duced  by  the  amount,  if  any,  necessary  to  assure  that  the 

8  quota  for  Cuba  does  not  exceed  three  million  sixty  thousand 

9  short  tons,  raw  value;  and  an  amount  equal  to  any  such  re- 

10  duction  shall  be  added  to  the  quotas  established  for  domestic 

11  sugar-producing  areas  by  apportioning  such  reduction  among 


I 


2 


1  such  quotas  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  amounts  of  the  quotas 

2  established  under  subsection  (a).” 

3  Sec.  2.  Section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  is  hereby 

4  repealed. 

5  Sec.  3.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  of  the  Internal 

6  Re  venue  Code  of  1954  are  hereby  repealed. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  2924 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  27, 1960 

Mr.  Dworshak  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  202  (a)  ( 1 )  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  is  amended 

4  by  striking  out  in  the  table  the  figures  “  1,800,000”  and 

5  “500,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “2,100,000”  and 

6  “600,000”,  respectively. 

7  Sec.  2.  Section  202(a)  (1),  section  202(a)  (2),  and 

8  section  202  (c)  (2)  of  said  Act  are  amended  by  striking  out 

9  the  phrase  “four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  tliou- 

10  sand”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 

11  thereof  “four  million  eight  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand.” 


2 


1  Sec.  3.  That  the  increases  in  domestic  production  herein 

2  provided  shall  be  deducted  from  quotas  and  production  allo- 

3  cated  at  the  present  time  to  Cuba. 

4  Sec.  4.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  become 

5  effective  January  1,  1961. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3210 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  16, 1960 

Mr.  Bennett  (for  himself,  Mr.  Allott,  Mr.  Church,  Mr.  Fong,  Mr.  Young 
of  North  Dakota,  and  Mr.  Dworshak)  introduced  the  following  bill; 
which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 

as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  202(a)  (1)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

4  amended,  is  amended  by  sinking  out  in  the  table  the  figure 

5  “1, 800, 000”  and  “500,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  “1,950,000”  and  “550,000”,  respectively.  Section  202(a) 

7  (1),  section  202  (a)  (2),  and  section  202(c)  (2)  of  such 

8  Act,  are  amended  by  striking  out  the  phrase  “four  million 

9  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand”  in  each  place  it  ap- 

10  pears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “four  million  six 

11  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand.” 
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Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  204  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  determine 
whether,  in  view  of  the  current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  esti¬ 
mated  production  from  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar 
beets  planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year 
of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other  pertinent  factors,  any  area  or 
country  may  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  or  proration 
thereof  for  such  area  or  country.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that 
any  area  or  country  may  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  or 
pro  ration  thereof  for  such  area  or  country,  he  shall  prorate 
an  amount  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  other  areas 
and  countries  as  provided  in  the  following  paragraphs  1 
through  9,  and,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  he  shall  revise  accordingly  the  quotas  and  prorations 
of  quotas  affected  by  such  proration  of  a  deficit. 

“  ( I )  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  domestic  beet 
sugar  area  shall  be  prorated  to  the  other  domestic  areas  on 
the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect:  Provided,  That  if  any 
such  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  the  unfilled  balance  of 
such  proration  shall  be  added  to  the  deficit  prorated  to  the 
other  such  areas. 

“(2)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  mainland  cane 
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sugar  area  shall  be  prorated  to  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect: 
Provided,  That  if  any  such  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration 
the  unfilled  balance  of  such  proration  shall  be  added  to  the 
deficit  prorated  to  the  other  such  areas. 

“  (3)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  shall  be  pro¬ 
rated  to  the  domestic  beet  sugar  area  and  the  mainland 
cane  sugar  area  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect: 
Provided,  That  if  one  such  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration, 
the  unfilled  balance  of  such  proration  shall  first  be  added  to 
the  deficit  prorated  to  the  other  such  area  :  And  provided, 
further,  That  if  both  such  domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fill 
such  deficit  then  the  unfilled  balance  thereof  shall  be  pro¬ 
rated  to  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  on  the  basis  of 
the  quotas  then  in  effect. 

“  (4)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  or  the 
Virgin  Islands  shall  be  prorated  96  per  centum  to  Cuba  and 
4  per  centum  to  other  foreign  countries  for  which  quotas  or 
prorations  thereof  of  more  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  have  been  established  under  subsection  202  (c)  :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  if  either  Cuba  or  such  other  foreign  countries  as 
a  group  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  of  deficit  the  unfilled 
balance  of  such  proration  shall  be  added  to  the  deficit  pro- 


4 


1  rated  to  the  other :  And  provided  further,  That  the  proration 

2  of  deficit  to  such  other  foreign  countries  shall  he  prorated 

3  among  such  countries  to  the  extent  that  they  may  be  able  to 

4  fill  such  deficit  on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  then  in 

5  effect  for  such  countries. 

6  “(5)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  application 

7  of  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  1  through  4  of  this  subsection 

8  may  result  in  an  unfilled  proration  of  a  deficit  in  the  quota  for 

9  any  domestic  area,  he  shall  add  such  unfilled  balance  of  such 

10  deficit  to  the  quota  for  Cuba  to  the  extent  that  Cuba  may  he 

11  able  to  fill  such  unfilled  balance. 

12  “  (6)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  be  prorated 

13  to  the  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  established 

14  pursuant  to  section  202:  Provided,  That  if  any  such  area 

15  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  of  deficit  the  unfilled  balance 

16  of  such  proration  shall  he  prorated  to  other  foreign  countries 

17  for  which  prorations  of  quota  of  more  than  one  thousand 

18  short  tons,  raw  value,  have  been  established  under  section 

19  202  (c)  to  the  extent  that  they  may  he  able  to  fill  such 

20  deficit  on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  then  in  effect  for 

21  such  countries. 

22  “(7)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the 

23  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  96  per  centum  to  Cuba  and 

24  4  per  centum  to  other  foreign  countries  for  which  quotas  or 

25  prorations  thereof  of  more  than  one  thousand  short  tons, 
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raw  value,  have  been  established  under  subsection  202  (c) , 
such  4  per  centum  to  be  prorated  among  such  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  to  the  extent  that  they  may  be  able  to  fill  such  deficit, 
on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  then  in  effect  for  such 
countries. 

“  (8)  Any  deficit  in  any  proration  of  a  quota  to  a  foreign 
country  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
shall  be  prorated  among  the  other  such  foreign  countries  for 
which  prorations  of  a  quota  of  more  than  one  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  have  been  established  under  subsection 
202  (c) ,  on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  to  such  coun¬ 
tries  then  in  effect:  Provided,  That  the  unfilled  balance  of 
any  deficit  prorated  to  any  such  country  shall  first  be  pro¬ 
rated  to  the  other  such  countries  having  prorations  of  more 
than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  under  subsection 
202  (c)  to  the  extent  that  they  may  be  able  to  fill  such 
deficit,  and  any  remaining  deficit  in  the  total  prorations  of 
quota  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  established  under 
subsection  202  (c)  shall  be  added  to  the  quota  for  Cuba. 

“  (9)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  application 
of  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  1  through  8  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  may  result  in  an  unfilled  portion  of  a  deficit  in  the  quota 
for  any  area  or  in  the  proration  of  a  quota  for  any  foreign 
country,  he  may  apportion  such  unfilled  portion  of  a  deficit 
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on  such  basis  and  to  such  areas  or  countries  (whether  or 
not  such  areas  or  countries  have  been  assigned  quotas  under 
sec.  202)  as  he  determines  is  necessary  to  fill  such 
deficit.” 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  204  of  such  Act  is  re¬ 
designated  as  subsection  “(c)”  of  section  204  and  such 
subsection  is  deleted  effective  as  of  January  1,  1961;  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  section  204  of  such  Act  is  redesignated  sub¬ 
section  “  (b)  ”  and  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(b)  The  quotas  for  any  domestic  area  or  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  as  established  under  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  202  shall  not  be  reduced  by  reason  of  any  determination 
of  a  deficit  existing  in  any  calendar  }^ear  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  408  of  said  Act  is  amended  to  designate 
such  section  as  subsection  “(a)”;  and  to  add  a  new  sub¬ 
section  “(b)”  as  follows: 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this 
Act,  (1)  whenever  the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that 
it  is  necessary,  in  the  national  interest  or  to  insure  adequate 
supplies  of  sugar,  to  reduce  the  quota  for  a  calendar  year 
for  any  foreign  country,  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  he  shall  by  proclamation  decrease  such  quota 
in  such  amount  as  he  shall  determine  to  be  necessary;  (2) 
for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  consumers  in 
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the  United  States,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cause  or 
permit  to  be  imported  into  the  United  States,  in  such 
manner,  from  such  sources  and  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the  prevailing 
circumstances,  a  quantity  of  raw  sugar,  not  in  excess  of 
the  sum  of  any  reductions  in  quotas  made  pursuant  to  this 
subsection;  (3)  where  the  Secretary  determines  it  appro¬ 
priate  to  the  manner  in  which  he  exercises  such  authority, 
he  shall  take  into  consideration  allocating  such  quantity  of 
sugar  to  the  other  countries  for  which  quotas  or  prorations 
thereof  are  provided  for  in  section  202  (c)  on  the  basis  of 
the  quotas  or  prorations  thereof  for  such  countries  then  in 
effect,  to  the  extent  such  countries  may  be  able  to  supply 
such  quantity;  and  (4)  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  raw 
sugar  is  not  reasonably  available,  he  may,  as  provided  in 
(2)  above,  cause  or  permit  to  be  imported  such  quantity 
of  sugar  in  the  form  of  direct-consumption  sugar  as  may  be 
required. 

Sec.  4.  Section  412  of  said  Act  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “1960”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “1964”. 

Sec.  5.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  1  1961 
in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 


“1965”. 


8 


1  Sec.  6.  The  amendments  made  herelty  to  the  Sugar 

2  Act  of  1948  and  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 

3  shall  become  effective  as  of  January  1,  1961,  except  that 

4  subsection  2(b)  and  section  3  hereof  shall  become  effective 

5  upon  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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REPORT  ENTITLED  “PATENTS, 
TRADEMARKS,  AND  COPYRIGHTS’’ 
(S.  REPT.  NO.  1202) 

Mr.  EASTLAND  (for  Mr.  O’Mahoney), 
Mr.  Preside^,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  JudiciaryGmrsuant  to  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  53  as  extended,  I  submit  a  report 
entitled  “Patents,  Trademarks,  and 
Copyrights,”  and  ask  that  it  be  printed. 

The  PRESIDENT,  pro  tempore.  The 
report  will  be  received  and  printed,  as 
requested  by  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi.  \ 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  were  introduced,  react,  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consenV the  sec¬ 
ond  time,  and  referred  as  follows^ 
ByMr.MUNDT:  \ 

S.  3208.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  payment 
for  Individual*  Indian  and  tribal  landsyof 
the  Lower  Brule  Sioux  Reservation  in  South 
Dakota,  required  by  the  United  States  fok, 
the  Big  Bend  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  on 
the  Missouri  River,  and  for  the  rehabilita¬ 
tion,  social  and  economic  development  of  the 
members  of  the  Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe,  and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

S.  3209.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  payment 
for  individual  Indian  and  tribal  lands  of 
the  Crow  Creek  Sioux  Reservation  in  South 
Dakota,  required  by  the  United  States  for 
the  Big  Bend  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  on 
the  Missouri  River,  and  for  the  rehabilita¬ 
tion,  social  and  economic  development  of 
the  members  of  the  Crow  Creek  Sioux  Tribe, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Mundt  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bills,  which  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  BENNETT ; 

S.  3210.  A  bill  to  amend  and  extend  the 
provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Bennett  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  MANSFIELD  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Kuchel)  : 

S.  3211.  A  bill  to  establish  the  Richard  L. 
Neuberger  National  Searshore,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Mansfield  when 
he  introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  BIBLE  (for  himself  and  Mr/ 
Cannon) :  / 

S.  3212.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretar y  of 
the  Interior  to  convey  certain  public  lands 
in  the  State  of  Nevada  to  the  county  of 
Mineral,  State  of  Nevada;  to  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  / 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Bible  /hen  he  in¬ 
troduced  the  above  bill,  which Appear  under 
a  separate  heading.)  / 

By  Mr.  KEFAUVER :  / 

S.  3213.  A  bill  for  the  rglief  of  Dr.  Anwar 
Amin  Anthony;  to  the/Committee  on  the 
Judiciary.  / 

By  Mr.  ANDERSTON: 

S.  3214.  A  bill  to/flarify  the  law  with  re¬ 
spect  to  transportation  of  airmail,  and  for 
other  purposesj/to  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  .service. 

By  MryMORSE: 

S.  3215.  A/bill  to  designate  the  John  Day 
lock  and  dam  on  the  Columbia  River,  Oreg., 
and  Wash.,  as  the  Richard  L.  Neuberger  lock 
and  dyn;  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

(Safe  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Morse  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separate  heading.) 


RESOLUTION 

AUTHORIZATION  TO  PRINT  AS  A 
SENATE  DOCUMENT  A  STUDY  EN¬ 
TITLED  “USING  OUR  FARM  PRO¬ 
DUCTIVE  POWERS  FOR  HUMAN 
PROGRESS  AND  PEACE” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  submitted  a  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  291)  authorizing  the  print¬ 
ing  as  a  Senate  document  a  study  entitled 
“Using  Our  Farm  Productive  Powers  for 
Human  Progress  and  Peace,”  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration. 

(See  the  above  resolution  printed  in 
full  when  submitted  by  Mr.  Humphrey, 
which  appears  under  a  separate  head¬ 
ing.) 


PAYMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  INDIVID¬ 
UAL  INDIAN  AND  TRIBAL  LANDS, 
SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce,  for  appropriate  reference,  two  bills 
Which  propose  reimbursement  to  the 
Dower  Brule  and  Crow  Creek  Sioux 
Tribes  and  their  individual  members  for 
the>±ribal  and  individually  held  trust 
landsV  which  are  to  be  taken  by  the 
UnitecPStates  for  the  Big  Bend  Dam  and 
Reservoir  project  on  the  Missouri 
River.  \  / 

These  bins  also  authorize  the/appro¬ 
priation  of  funds  to  be  used  foi/the  pur¬ 
poses  of  sociaDand  economic  .rehabilita¬ 
tion  of  the  individual  members  of  these 
two  Sioux  IndiarmTibes.  / 

Mr.  President,  construction  activities 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  are  already 
in  progress  on  the  BijrBend  Dam,  which 
is  to  be  located  between  the  Oahe  and 
Fort  Randall  Dams  om.  the  Missouri 
River  in  South  Dakota.  Reconstruction 
proceeds  aceorjnng  to  current  plans  and 
estimates,  it  is  expected  thatSclosure  of 
the  Big  Bend  Dam  wil  takekplace  in 
1962.  Tins  means  that  within  lesjs  than 
3  years  bnis  dam  will  begin  impounding 
water  smich  will  inundate  lands  ork  the 
Lowe/  Brule  and  Crow  Creek  Reserva¬ 
tions,  thus  necessitating  the  relocation 
of/many  Indian  families.  > 

/ Mr.  President,  this  will  be  the  second 
'time  in  less  than  5  years  that  these 
tribes  and  their  members  have  been  dis¬ 
possessed  of  lands  located  on  their  res¬ 
ervations  because  of  the  construction  of 
multipurpose  dam  facilities  on  the  Mis¬ 
souri  River  by  the  Federal  Government. 
In  1955  members  of  these  tribes  were 
forced  to  leave  their  homes  and  lands  in 
connection  with  the  Fort  Randall  Dam 
construction.  On  the  occasion  of  that 
dispossession,  the  Federal  Government 
was  shockingly  dilatory  in  compensating 
these  tribes  and  their  individual  mem¬ 
bers  for  the  tangible  and  intangible 
damages  suffered  in  the  displacement 
from  their  lands  and  homes.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact  the  reservoir  waters  of  Fort 
Randall  had  inundated  much  of  this 
land  for  a  period  of  over  3  years  before 
Congress  finally  adopted  legislation  to 
compensate  these  tribes  for  their  losses. 
This  long  delay  in  payment  caused  se¬ 
rious  hardship  among  the  members  of 
the  Lower  Brule  and  Crow  Creek  Tribes, 
which  could  have  been  prevented  had 
Congress  and  the  Federal  agencies  in¬ 


volved  taken  prompt  and  appropriate 
action  to  compensate,  relocate  and  re¬ 
habilitate  these  tribes  and  their  indiv 
vidual  members.  / 

Mr.  President,  the  only  fair  conclusion 
which  can  be  drawn  is  that  the  United 
States  failed  these  good  Indian  people  on 
the  occasion  of  the  Fort  Randml  Dam 
construction.  I  earnestly  praj/that  this 
shabby  treatment  will  not  b/duplicated 
in  connection  with  the  building  of  the 
Big  Bend  Dam.  / 

I  have  been  assured  by  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  and  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  that  they  are/mxious  to  initiate 
the  necessary  activities  and  programs  to 
ensure  that  the  ffiembers  of  the  Lower 
Brule  and  Crow/Creek  Tribes  are  justly 
compensated  /and  properly  relocated 
prior  to  the  closure  of  the  Big  Bend  Dam. 
These  two  agencies  are  currently  formu¬ 
lating  plans  for  this  relocation,  but  be¬ 
fore  they  can  take  any  material  action 
in  this  direction  Congress  must  adopt 
gene/il  legislation,  authorizing  the 
Corns  and  the  Bureau  to  proceed  with 
the  required  projects  and  programs. 
^Because  I  feel  that  action  is  demanded 
in  the  early  future  if  the  United  States 
is  to  remain  faithful  to  its  obligations  to 
these  tribes,  I  am  today  introducing 
these  legislative  measures  authorizing 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  to  undertake  their  re¬ 
spective  responsibilities  for  the  reloca¬ 
tion  and  rehabilitation  of  these  Indian 
families,  who  will  soon  be  dispossessed 
by  the  Big  Bend  Dam  construction.  I 
earnestly  hope  that  Congress  also  will 
recognize  its  considerable  obligations  in 
this  matter  and  that  hearings  can  be 
scheduled  on  these  two  bills  in  the  very 
near  future. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bills  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bills,  introduced  by  Mr.  Mundt, 
were  received,  read  twice  by  their  titles, 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs,  as  follows : 

S.  3208,  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  payment 
for  individual  Indian  and  tribal  lands  of  the 
Lower  Brule  Sioux  Reservation  in  South  Da¬ 
kota,  required  by  the  United  States  for  the 
Ebg  Bend  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  on  the 
Missouri  River,  and  for  the  rehabilitation,  so- 
ciaZand  economic  development  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  bf  the  Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

S.  320S(.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  payment 
for  individual  Indian  and  tribal  lands  of  the 
Crow  CreekvSioux  Reservation  in  South  Da¬ 
kota,  required  by  the  United  States  for  the 
Big  Bend  Dani  and  Reservoir  project  on  the 
Missouri  RiverXand  for  the  rehabilitation, 
social  and  economic  development  of  the 
members  of  the  Cnmv  Creek  Sioux  Tribe,  and 
for  other  purposes.\ 


EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT 

Mi-.  BENNETT.  Mx-.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  the  administration 
bill  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  4  years,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  I  may  proceed  for  8  min¬ 
utes,  in  order  that  this  entire  statement 
may  appear  in  full  in  the  body  of  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bible  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection? 
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The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the  Senator 
may  proceed.  . 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  today  intro¬ 
ducing  the  administration  bill  to  extend 
the  Sugar  Act  for  a  period  of  4  years,  to 
December  31,  1964,  and  ask  that  it  be 
referred  to  the  appropriate  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  3210)  to  amend  and  extend 
the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  introduced  by  Mr.  Bennett 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  few 
developments  in  international  affairs 
in  recent  years  have  attracted  so  much 
attention  as  the  revolution  in  Cuba  of 
a  little  over  a  year  ago,  and  the  resultant 
events  in  that  country.  Naturally,  much 
of  the  discussion  of  our  relations  with 
Cuba  has  centered  around  the  Sugar  Act, 
which -in  the  past  has  helped  to  estab¬ 
lish  strong  economic  relations  between 
the  United  States  and  Cuba. 

The  intemperate  remarks  of  Fidel 
Castro  and  other  Cuban  officials  have 
aroused  many  extremists  in  this  country 
to  demand  an  immediate  discontinuance 
of  the  Cuba  quota  under  the  Sugar  Act 
as  a  means  of  reprisal  against  the  Castro 
regime.  However,  if  the  Cuban  quota  is 
completely  cut  off,  it  may  be  impossible 
to  get  it  restored  if  and  when  conditions 
change.  Even  more  important  is  the 
question  of  the  serious  damage  this 
would  inflict  upon  the  Cuban  people,  who 
have  traditionally  been  our  friends. 
There  is  also  the  question  of  the  effect 
this  will  have  on  our  relations  with  other 
Latin  American  countries,  and  finally, 
there  is  the  question  of  touching  off  se¬ 
rious  economic  reprisals  by  the  Castro 
regime  against  American  companies 
doing  business  in  Cuba. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  those 
who  believe  the  act  should  be  extended 
in  its  present  form  with  no  cognizance 
of  the  fact  that  conditions  in  Cuba — 
or  any  other  country  receiving  a  quota- 
might  be  changed.  This  in  effect  would 
be  rewarding  Castro  for  bad  behavior.  It 
would  give  the  administration  no  discre¬ 
tionary  powers  whatsoever  and  would 
permit  no  flexibility  in  our  dealings  with 
Cuba. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  is  a 
moderate  approach  embracing  neither  of 
these  concepts,  but  gives  the  President 
the  authority  to  adjust  quotas  as  he 
deems  advisable.  It  has  the  support  of 
the  President  and  represents  the  culmi¬ 
nation  of  months  of  work  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department 
of  State,  who  have  worked  closely  with 
representatives  of  the  sugar  industry.  I 
sincerely  hope  that  Congress  will  adopt 
this  wise  and  moderate  approach. 

The  bill  would  accomplish  the  follow¬ 
ing  objectives: 

First.  It  would  extend  the  act  for  a 
period  of  4  years;  that  is,  from  December 
31,  1960,  to  December  31,  1964.  A  4-year 
extension  would  follow  precedent  and 
give  farmers,  the  industry,  and  sugar 
consumers  a  reasonable  period  for  for¬ 
ward  planning — section  4. 

Second.  Marketing  quotas  would  be  in¬ 
creased  by  50,000  tons  for  the  mainland 


sugarcane  area  and  150,000  tons  for  the 
beet  area. 

This  would  be  in  compensation  for  do¬ 
mestic  areas  giving  up  their  rights  to 
Puerto  Rican  deficits. 

During  the  past  3  years  the  mainland 
cane  quota  has  on  the  average  received 
40,000  tons  and  the  beet  quota  130,000 
tons  through  reallocations  from  Puerto 
Rico.  By  giving  the  two  mainland  areas 
fixed  increases  in  their  quotas  in  lieu  of 
claims  on  future  Puerto  Rican  deficits, 
mainland  producers  will  be  able  to  mar¬ 
ket  consistently  throughout  the  year  and 
the  eastern  refiners  can  depend  upon 
their  supplies  of  raw  sugar — section  1. 

Third.  Section  2  of  the  proposed  bill 
would  amend  the  provisions  for  reallo¬ 
cating  to  other  supplying  areas  the  defi¬ 
cits  resulting  from  failures  of  producing 
areas  to  fill  their  quotas. 

(a)  Deficits  from  Puerto  Rico  or  the 
Virgin  Islands  would  be  prorated  96  per¬ 
cent  to  Cuba  and  4  percent  to  the  full- 
duty  countries,  to  restore  quotas  to  such 
countries  on  the  same  basis  that  they 
would  lose  quotas  under  section  1,  para¬ 
graph  4. 

(b)  The  deficit-area  provisions — sec¬ 
tion  204  of  the  act — would  be  rewritten 
for  the  purpose  of  simplification  and 
clarification  and  of  providing  a  better 
balance  of  supplies.  Deficits  from  Ha¬ 
waii,  which  ships  to  the  west  coast  and 
the  gulf,  would  be  prorated  to  the  beet 
and  mainland  cane  areas — paragraph  3; 
and  deficits  from  the  mainland  cane  area 
would  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  cane 
areas — paragraph  2. 

(c)  Section  204(c)  of  the  act  would  be 
amended  by  providing  that  quotas  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  the  Philippines  would  be  reduced 
in  accordance  with  determinations  of 
deficit  by  the  Secretary.  At  present  the 
Secretary  can  determine  deficits  and 
make  reallocations  but  he  cannot  cut 
quotas  for  the  countries  having  deficits. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  make 
the  act  safe  to  use  when  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  develop  shortages  during  our  heavy 
consuming  season.  Without  this  amend¬ 
ment,  a  foreign  country  against  whose 
quota  a  deficit  has  been  declared  might 
be  able  to  dump  surpluses  on  our  mar¬ 
kets  late  in  the  year  when  our  import 
needs  are  light — section  2  (b) . 

Fourth.  Section  3  would  authorize  the 
President,  in  the  national  interest  or  to 
secure  adequate  supplies,  to  reduce  the 
quota  for  a  calendar  year  for  any  foreign 
country  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  and  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  cause  or  permit  the  im¬ 
portation  of  a  corresponding  quantity  of 
sugar. 

This  would  give  the  President  standby 
authority  to  deal  with  emergencies  that 
might  develop  during  the  period  for 
which  the  act  will  be  extended.  This  sec¬ 
tion  and  section  2(b)  would  become 
effective  upon  enactment,  whereas  the 
provisions  become  effective  January  1, 
1961. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Are  we  to  under¬ 
stand  that  Congress  is  to  be  asked  to 


give  up  to  the  Executive  the  power  to 
regulate  the  sugar  quotas? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Senator  should 
not  so  understand.  Congress  sets  the 
quotas,  and  would  continue  to  set  them 
under  the  terms  of  the  bill.  However, 
the  bill  would  give  the  President  the 
power,  for  1  year  at  a  time  only,  to  re¬ 
duce  the  quota  of  any  country  when  he 
deemed  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest. 
It  would  not  give  him  the  power  to 
transfer  that  quota  to  any  other  country. 
It  would  simply  make  it  possible  for  the 
Government  to  make  up  the  deficit  in 
any  market  where  it  deemed  such  action 
advisable. 

If  Congress  were  in  session,  and  the 
President  decided,  in  his  wisdom,  that  it 
was  necessary  to  reduce  the  quota  of  any 
given  country  by  5  or  10  percent,  Con¬ 
gress  would  have  the  power  to  step  in 
and  say,  “No,  that  should  not  be  done. 
We  insist  that  the  quota  be  maintained.” 

However,  in  a  situation  like  that  which 
we  now  face  in  respect  to  Cuba,  it  would 
be  difficult,  and  would  require  many 
weeks  and  months  of  time  for  Congress 
to  act  on  this  problem  when,  under  some 
foreign  relations  situations,  it  might  be 
wise  to  act  promptly. 

We  do  not  propose  to  transfer  to  the 
President  the  ultimate  power  to  remake 
the  quota  system.  We  are  simply  pro¬ 
posing  to  give  him  the  power,  for  1  year 
at  a  time,  to  make  certain  adjustments. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  But  some  powers 
Congress  now  has  would  be  transferred 
to  the  President.  In  other  words,  the 
present  power  of  the  Congress  would  be 
diminished  somewhat,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Yes;  but  we  must  re¬ 
member  that  the  President  has  the  ulti¬ 
mate  responsibility  for  conducting  our 
foreign  relations.  Unfortunately,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  actions  of  Castro,  the  Cuban 
sugar  situation  has  become  very  much 
a  part  of  our  foreign  relations. 

The  bill  would  be  effective  for  4  years. 
If  the  emergency  in  Cuba  should  pass,  I 
am  sure  that  the  President  would  be  very 
desirous  of  returning  to  Congress  any 
temporary  power  which  this  bill  would 
confer  upon  him,  because  I  am  sure  the 
Executive  is  not  seeking  additional 
power. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Utah  be  granted  1  additional 
minute,  in  order  that  I  may  make  a 
comment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  Senator  may  proceed. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  think  we  all  appre¬ 
ciate  the  very  grave  situation  which  has 
arisen  in  Cuba.  Certainly  it  is  some¬ 
thing  which  requires  attention,  not 
merely  of  the  executive,  but  also  the  leg¬ 
islative  branch  of  the  Government. 

Nevertheless,  I  hope  the  Congress  will 
consider  very  carefully  any  proposal  for 
a  further  diminution  of  its  powers  and 
relinquishment  of  them  to  the  Executive. 
I  think  we  have  traveled  a  long  way  in 
that  direction,  far  too  far,  indeed,  and 
I  think  we  should  scrutinize  the  bill  very 
carefully  from  that  standpoint. 


1960 


Mr.  BENNETT  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  today  I  introduced  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  sugar  bill,  S.  3210.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  may  lie 
on  the  desk  until  Monday,  so  that  any 
Senators  who  may  wish  to  join  in  its 
sponsorship  may  attach  their  names. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 
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nor,  and,  third,  that  it  was  his  firm  in¬ 
tention  to  accept  whatever  changes  the 
Governor  had  made  which  were  likewise 
acceptable  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior.  Senator  Neuberger  pointed  out: 

Many  years  from  now  the  important  and 
essential  thing  will  he  the  existence  of  a 
great  national  park  along  America’s  most 
majestic  shoreline.  *  »  •  My  goal  *  *  •  is 
to  bring  Oregon  its  first  new  national  park 
since  Crater  Lake  was  set  aside  in  1902. 


RICHARD  L.  NEUBERGER 
SEASHORE 


VTTONAL 


,  ana 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for 
as  much  time  as  may  be  necessary\be- 
yond  the  normal  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the: 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
the  Senator  may  proceed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  myself,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
to  create  the  Richard  L.  Neuberger  Na¬ 
tional  Seashore  in  Oregon  in  honor  of 
our  late  colleague  from  Oregon.  When 
I  spoke  in  the  Senate  on  March  9  in 
tribute  to  the  late  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon,  Mr.  Neuberger,  I  suggested  that 
it  would  be  a  fitting  tribute  if  a  Federal 
wilderness  area  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
were  named  for  him.  Afterwards,  upon 
reflection,  and  in  discussion  with  some 
of  my  colleagues,  I  reached  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  the  most  fitting  tribute  would 
be  to  create  a  memorial  dear  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  and  more  symbolic  of  the  contribu¬ 
tions  he  made. 

Last  fall  when  Dick  Neuberger  should 
have  been  resting  he  crusaded  through¬ 
out  his  State  on  behalf  of  the  creation 
of  a  national  park  on  the  Oregon  coast. 
He  sought  this  park  for  posterity,  and 
it  was  a  project  into  which  he  threw  all 
of  his  energies.  I  shall  not  detail  the 
efforts  he  went  to,  but  I  call  attention 
to  some  of  the  things  he  did  to  help 
create  an  Oregon  Coast  National  Sea¬ 
shore  Recreation  Area.  On  March  25, 
1959,  he  had  introduced  his  own  bill  to 
create  this  park,  S.  1526.  On  May  20, 
1959,  he  introduced  S.  2010  at  the  request 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  This’' 
bill  would  have  created  three  seacoa^t 
parks  to  be  selected  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.  On  October  26,  1959|  he 
prepared  a  modified  version  of  hfs  own 
bill,  which  was  circulated  widelythrough 
the  State.  This  was  his  effojTt  to  meet 
the  criticisms  voiced  by  Oregon’s  Gov¬ 
ernor,  Mark  Hatfield,  to  his  first  bill. 
On  January  18,  1960,  he  Received  a  sub¬ 
stitute  bill  from  the  Governor  of  Oregon, 
which  included  not  ohly  the  provisions 
of  the  October  26  version  of  his  bill,  but 
a  number  of  additional  drastic  depar¬ 
tures.  Then  on/January  25,  1960,  he 
introduced  the  jfill  which  combined  the 
Governor’s  thjhking  with  his  own  and 
contained  hjs  views  plus  those  of  the 
Governor. 

This  wsis  typical  of  Dick  Neuberger, 
and  he/emphasized  in  his  remarks  first 
that  he  was  not  in  complete  agreement 
with/the  Governor,  second,  that  the  best 
way  to  obtain  a  park  would  be  to  reach 
all  possible  agreement  with  the  Gover¬ 


Further,  Senator  Neuberger  stated: 

I  am  quite  willing  to  abide  by  the  Judg¬ 
ment  of  those  who  possess  this  experience. 
I  feel  certain  that  Governor  Hatfield  will 
likewise  trust  the  judgment  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  National  Park 
Service 


This  record  of  events  demonstrates 
effectively  the  traits  which  were  Dick 
"Teuberger’s  hallmark  and  which  were 
ffen-ed  to  so  often  by  his  colleagues. 
In  introducing  a  new  version  of  the 
Oregon  dunes  bill  we  have  done  two 
things:  First,  we  have  suggested  that 
this  park  be  named  for  the  late  Senator 
Richard\L.  Neuberger,  and,  second,  we 
have  sought  the  advice  and  counsel 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  order 
to  present  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  a  bill  Which 
we  believe  will\obtain  the  official  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
the  President.  \ 

I  would  say,  however,  iiyall  fairness 
that  one  section  dealing  wfih  payments 
in  lieu  of  taxes  has  not  been  revised,  and 
it  is  my  understanding^  that  as  pres¬ 
ently  suggested  by  thfe  Governor,  this 
language  would  not/be  invaccord  with 
the  views  of  the  bfiministration.  The 
revised  bill  has  changed  the  boundaries 
of  the  park,  primarily  as  to  the  area 
surrounding  Lake  Tahkenitch.  \ln  lieu 
of  acquiring  the  lands  around\Lake 
Tahkenitchr immediately,  the  same  pro¬ 
visions  would  apply  as  apply  to  the 
Lion  Caves.  So  long  as  the  lands 
used  for  their  present  non-commercia_ 
purposes,  or  for  forest  management,  they 
wiJT  not  become  a  part  of  the  park,  but 
should  the  present  owners  wish  to 
:hange  the  use  of  the  property,  or  to 
dispose  of  it  to  others  who  would  change 
the  use,  the  Federal  Government  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  purchase  these 
lands.  A  few  tracts  on  the  south  and 
east  boundary  near  Siltcoos  Lake  have 
also  been  excluded.  The  other  revisions 
in  the  language  of  the  bill  are  designed 
to  bring  it  into  better  harmony  with 
the  manner  in  which  the  great  majority 
of  our  park  areas  are  administered. 

I  have  included  this  discussion  of  the 
bill  so  that  those  concerned  will  be  well 
informed  of  the  changes  in  the  bill  and 
the  efforts  which  have  been  made  to  re¬ 
vise  it  in  accordance  with  the  standards 
set  by  the  late  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  it  is  in¬ 
cumbent  upon  me  to  present  the  reasons 
which  motivated  me  to  suggest  that  this 
great  scenic  area  on  the  Oregon  coast 
be  named  in  honor  of  the  late  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  conservation  experts  of  our  Na¬ 
tion  are  in  agreement  that  our  ocean 
shoreline,  one  of  our  greatest  recrea¬ 
tional  treasures,  is  rapidly  vanishing 


from  public  use.  They  are  also  in  agree¬ 
ment  that  there  are  a  limited  number  bf 
outstanding  scenic  seashore  areas,  which 
are  today  in  a  relative  undeveloped  Atate. 
The  Oregon  dunes  is  one  of  these/so  we 
have  selected  an  area  w’hich  meets  the 
high  criteria  prescribed  to  mabe  it  qual¬ 
ify  as  a  national  seashore.  Jt  is  entirely 
fitting  and  proper  that  we  create  this 
park,  and  it  is  equally  fitting  that  it  be 
named  Richard  L.  Neuberger. 

Before  this  man  enured  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate,  his  name  was  /known  around  the 
world  as  one  of  America’s  leading  con¬ 
servationists.  He  understood  the  true 
meaning  of  the  word  “conservation.” 
He  knew  the  rble  that  wise  management 
of  our  renewable  resources  played  in  our 
economic,  social,  and  spiritual  well-being. 
He  understood  that  it  was  necessary  to 
utilize  the  forest,  the  range,  and  the 
water/ to  meet  the  needs  of  our  people 
for  the  material  requirements  of  life.  He 
continuously  urged  that  we  treat  our  soil 
ill  and  husband  our  resources  so  that 
eir  ability  to  be  renewed  would  be  in 
no  way  jeopardized  or  impaired.  Even 
more,  he  understood  the  necessity  that 
we  preserve  to  nature’s  way  of  making 
changes  certain  areas  so  that  future  gen¬ 
erations  could  view  the  work  of  nature 
alone.  Thus,  he  had  a  keen  appreciation 
of  the  role  that  was  man’s  and  the  role 
that  was  nature’s.  He  understood  that 
we  could  not  build  a  civilization  on  ma¬ 
chines  and  factories  or  on  material 
wealth  alone,  but  rather  that  the  spir¬ 
itual  strength  which  could  be  obtained 
only  from  nature  was  the  solid  base 
upon  which  a  successful  civilization  must 
rest. 

There  is  no  more  fitting  spot  in  Oregon 
to  name  in  honor  of  Dick  Neuberger,  than 
this  scenic  stretch  of  coastline.  He  had 
the  vision  and  the  foresight  to  see  why 
it  must  be  preserved.  This  area  more 
nearly  typifies  his  contribution  to  his 
fellowman  than  any  other.  All  through 
his  life  he  stood  on  the  shores  of  civiliza¬ 
tion,  looking  beyond  and  thinking  of  the 
iture.  He  did  not  stand  on  a  mountain 
king  down,  nor  was  he  in  a  wilderness, 
his\yiew  obscured  by  trees  and  moun¬ 
tains/  New  ideas  came  to  him  as  the 
wind  ajid  waves  which  swept  in  from  the 
sea. 

It  is  niy  hope  that  the  Congress  will 
proceed  speedily  to  enact  this  bill.  It  is 
also  my  hope  that  all  those  who  are  in¬ 
terested  will  join  to  aid  in  this  cause. 

I  urge  that  those  who  may  have  views  to 
express  to  do  so  with  the  same  tolerance 
and  thoughtfulness  which  characterized 
Dick  Neuberger’s  Approach  to  every 
problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  hkye  but  one  fur¬ 
ther  thought  to  offer,  that  in  addition 
to  naming  the  park  for  Richard  L.  Neu¬ 
berger,  that  there  be  placed  at  an  ap¬ 
propriate  spot  a  modest  plaque  which 
will  read:  “To  Richard  Lewis  Neuberger, 
humanitarian  and  conservationist.  He 
loved  his  people  and  his  land.”  \ 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record' two 
editorials  from  the  March  10,  1960,  is¬ 
sues  of  the  New  York  Times  and  the 
Northern  Virginia  Sun. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  editorials 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  fdl|ows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  Mar.  10,  1960] 
Richard  L.  Neuberger 

When  the  tail  young  man  from  Oregon 
took  his  seat  fo'f\_the  first  time  in  the  U.S. 
Senate  on  January^,  1955,  he  was  far  better 
known  throughoutVhe  country  as  a  writer 
and  crusading  conservationist  than  as  a  po¬ 
litical  personality,  when  untimely  death 
took  him  yesterday  at  the  age  of  47  his  ex¬ 
traordinary  qualities  of  mind  and  heart  and 
spirit  had  achieved  for  hint  in  those  5  short 
years  a  secure  eminence  of  stature  as  a 
Senator.  \ 

It  is  difficult  to  write  of  Richard  L.  Neu- 
berger  in  the  past  tense.  His  'enthusiasm 
and  sincerity;  his  undeviating  conscience, 
and  his  high  sense  of  public  service  com¬ 
bined  to  make  him  not  only  one  of  the  most 
respected  Members  of  the  Senate  bu5.  also 
one  of  the  most  useful  and  most  vital,  ylis 
powerful  pen  and  his  persuasive  voice  gave 
life  And  point  to  many  issues,  notably  im\ 
provement  of  the  legislative  process  and' 
preservation  of  this  country’s  dwindling  nat¬ 
ural  and  scenic  resources,  that  brought  him 
into  conflict  with  interests  that  a  lesser  poli¬ 
tician  would  have  been  afraid  to  offend. 

One  of  his  current  projects  dearest  to  Sen¬ 
ator  Neuberger’s  heart  was  enactment  of  leg¬ 
islation  to  establish  as  a  national  seashore 
preserve  a  magnificent  stretch  of  Pacific 
beaehland  in  his  native  State,  known  as  the 
Oregon  Dunes.  No  more  fitting  tribute  could 
be  paid  him  by  the  Congress  and  the  people 
of  the  United  States  than  to  adopt  the  Neu- 
berger  bill  that  would  set  aside  forever  this 
area  in  memory  of  a  fine  legislator  and  great 
outdoorsman  who  was  determined  that  fu¬ 
ture  generations  should  share  in  the  great 
natural  heritage  of  this  country  that  he 
knew  so  well  and  loved. 

A  Symbol  of  Young  Courage,  Intellect — 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger 

The  sudden,  tragic  death  of  Oregon’s 
young  Senator,  Richard  Neuberger,  will  be 
mourned  far  beyond  the  borders  of  his 
native  State.  For  the  things  that  Dick 
Neuberger  fought  for  hold  a  special  value 
and  a  higher  meaning  for  mankind  every¬ 
where:  human  rights  and  the  betterment  of 
the  lot  of  his  fellow  men. 

A  successful  writer.  Democrat  Neuberger 
was  attracted  to  politics  by  his  admiration 
for  the  late  George  W.  Norris,  Nebraska’s 
Republican  liberal  Senator.  Together  with 
his  wife,  Maurine,  he  served  in  the  Oregon 
Legislature  as  the  lone  Democrat  in  a  Repub¬ 
lican  State  senate.  He  was  the  first  Oregon 
Democrat  to  be  elected  to  the  U.S.  Senate 
since  1914.  But  Dick  Neuberger  was  a  Demo¬ 
crat  in  the  broader  sense  and  so  well  did  he1' 
serve  his  State  that  he  was  facing  no  serious 
opposition  in  his  forthcoming  reelection./' 

It  was  only  a  few  months  ago  that  h/was 
assured  he  had  conquered  the  cancer  for 
which  he  had  been  operated  on  in  lg/s.  His 
personal  struggle  against  this  dreqil  disease 
won  him  respect  and  admiration  throughout 
the  Nation  and  he  used  his  owq  experience 
and  his  position  as  Senator  to  campaign  suc¬ 
cessfully  for  vastly  increased  medical 
research.  / 

Following  his  cancer  operation,  he  wrote; 
“A  brush  with  cancer  tends  to  place  many 
things  in  true  perspective  *  *  *  old  antag¬ 
onisms  fade  away.  I /can  no  longer  trans¬ 
form  political  disagreements  into  any  feelings 
of  personal  maliceVwhen  one  is  grateful  to 
be  alive,  it  is  difficult  to  dislike  a  fellow 
human  being.’’  / 

For  many  A/nericans,  Senator  Neuberger 
symbolized  young  courage  and  intellect  and 
a  dedication/to  his  convictions  that  were  in 
the  highesJftraditions  of  political  democracy. 
*ie  was  »so  a  vigorous  advocate  for  con¬ 


serving  the  Nation’s  natural  resources  and 
Senator  Mike  Mansfield’s  announcement  of 
a  bill  to  name  the  proposed  Oregon  Dunes 
National  Park  for  Senator  Neuberger  would 
seem  a  fitting  tribute  to  the  memory  of  a 
courageous  heart  who,  in  the  words  of  Mr. 
Mansfield,  was  "a  star  whose  light  remains.” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  also  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  copy  of  the  bill 
which  is  today  being  introduced  by  the 
distinguished  minority  whip,  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  my¬ 
self. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred;  and,  without  objection,  the  bill 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3211)  to  establish  the 
Richard  L.  Neuberger  National  Seashore, 
and  for  other  purposes,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Mansfield  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Kuchel),  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
ferior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
Ameriba  in  Congress  assembled,  That  in  order 
to  effectya  coordinated  method  of  conserving 
and  developing  for  the  benefit,  inspiratior  ‘ 
and  use  of 'the  public  certain  ocean  shorelint, 
sand  dunes,  forested  areas,  fresh-water  lakes, 
and  recreational  facilities,  the  combiryttion 
of  which  comprises  a  total  recreation  area 
of  scenic,  scientific,  recreational,  a/d  his¬ 
toric  significance, \the  Secretary  ojrthe  In¬ 
terior  is  authorized^  as  provided/herein,  to 
establish  the  RicharckL.  Neuberger  National 
Seashore,  hereinafter  referred  io  as  the  Sea¬ 
shore,  such  area  to  be\dmiifistered  by  the 
National  Park  Service  as 'a/unit  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  System. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Seashore  \hall  consist  of 
that  particular  land,  water,  and  submerged 
land  area  on  the  Oregon  coast\the  exterior 
boundary  limit  of  wnich  is  specifically  de¬ 
scribed  as  follows:/  \ 

Township  18  so/th,  range  12  wesk  begin¬ 
ning  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the\outh- 
west  quarter  m  the  southwest  quarter  of 
section  34;  /  \ 

Thence  eyst  to  the  southwest  corner  'of 
the  southeast  quarter  of  the  southeast 
quarter  ojf  the  said  section  34; 

South’  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the 
soutln/est  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of 
secthm  10,  township  19  south,  range  12 
wegt; 

rest  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  south- 
ist  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  the 
said  section  10; 

South  to  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
southwest  quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter 
of  section  15; 

East  to  the  point  of  intersection  with  the 
shoreline  of  Woahink  Lake  at  elevation 
thirty-eight  feet  above  sea  level; 

Following  the  said  shoreline  generally 
north  and  east  to  the  intersection  of  the  said 
shoreline  with  the  quarter  section  line  of 
section  11; 

East  to  the  northeast  corner  of  the  south¬ 
east  quarter  of  the  said  section  11; 

South  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  said 
section; 

East  to  the  northeast  corner  of  section  13; 

South  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  said 
section  13; 

East  to  the  northeast  corner  of  the  north¬ 
west  quarter  of  section  19,  township  19 
south,  range  11  west; 

South  to  the  southeast  corner  of  north¬ 
west  quarter  of  the  said  section  19; 

East  to  the  northeast  comer  of  the  north¬ 
west  quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  the 
said  section  19; 
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South  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
northwest  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter 
of  section  31;  / 

West  to  the  northwest  comer  of  the  south¬ 
west  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  the 
said  section  31; 

South  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
northeast  quarter  of  section  7,  township  20 
south,  range  12  west; 

West  to  the  southeast  corner  o/the  north¬ 
west  quarter  of  section  12,  towrymip  20  north, 
range  12  west;/ 

North  to  the  northeast  confer  of  the  south¬ 
east  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter  of 
section  12; 

West  to  the  west  righ/of-way  of  Southern 
Pacific  Railway  in  section  11,  township  20 
south,  range  12  west 

In  a  generally  sq/therly  and  westerly  di¬ 
rection  along  Soutnern  Pacific  Railway  west 
right-of-way  to  the  intersection  with  the  line 
between  section'll  and  section  14; 

West  to  the/southeast  corner  of  the  south¬ 
west  quarter  of  the  southwest  quarter  of 
section  11;  > 

North  te  the  northeast  corner  of  the  north¬ 
west  quarter  of  the  southwest  quarter  of 
section'll; 

Wait  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  north- 
wes/ quarter  of  section  11; 

orth  to  the  northeast  corner  of  the  south- 
st  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter  of 

ection  3; 

West  to  the  northwest  corner  of  the  south¬ 
east  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter  of 
section  3; 

North  to  the  northeast  corner  of  the  north¬ 
west  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter  of 
section  3; 

West  to  the  northwest  comer  of  section  3; 

South  to  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
southwest  quarter  of  section  3; 

West  to  the  northwest  corner  of  the  south¬ 
east  quarter  of  section  4; 

South  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
southeast  quarter  of  section  4; 

West  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the  south¬ 
east  quarter  of  the  southwest  quarter  of 
section  4; 

South  to  the  northeast  corner  of  the 
northwest  quarter  of  the  southwest  quarter 
of  section  9; 

West  to  the  northwest  corner  of  southwest 
quarter  of  section  9; 

South  along  section  lines  to  the  point  of 
intersection  on  the  north  bank  of  the 
Umpqua  River  with  the  mean  low  tide  line 
at  a  point  on  a  line  between  section  16  and 
section  17,  township  21  south,  range  12  west; 

Following  the  said  mean  low  tide  line  in 
a 'generally  southerly  and  westerly  direction 
to  \he  intersection  with  the  Pacific  Ocean, 
section  1,  township  22  south,  range  13  west; 

Duekwest  1,320  feet; 

In  a  generally  northerly  direction  parallel¬ 
ing  the  nquan  low  tide  line  on  the  shore  to 
a  point  due  west  of  the  said  mean  low  tide 
line  on  the  south  bank  of  the  mouth  of  the 
Siuslaw  River 

East  to  the  Said  mean  low  tide  line  on  the 
south  bank  of  \he  mouth  of  the  Siuslaw 
River,  section  16p^ownship  18  south,  range 
12  west; 

Following  the  saidfiean  low  tide  line  in  a 
generally  southerly  anf  easterly  direction  to 
its  intersection  with  a  ikpe  due  north  of  the 
point  of  beginning; 

Due  south  to  the  point  6f  beginning. 

Beginning  at  a  point  whfe  the  line  be¬ 
tween  ranges  12  west  and  l\  west  (Willa¬ 
mette  Meridian),  in  township \2  south,  in¬ 
tersects  the  mean  low  tide  line  on  the  south 
shore  of  Winchester  Bay  at  the  mo^th  of  the 
Umpqua  River; 

Thence  following  the  said  mean  iW  tide 
line  easterly  and  southerly  along  the,  said 
south  shore  of  Winchester  Bay  and  the Nvest 
bank  of  Winchester  Creek  to  its  intersection 
with  the  west  right-of-way  boundary 
United  States  Highway  Numbered  101,  town¬ 
ship  22  south,  range  12  west; 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Church  urged  extension  oiV^he  Sugar  Act  for  four  years.  Sen; 

Hruska  inserted  Vice  President  Nixon's  Ne£tak{ca  speech  including  statements  on  arm 

policy. 
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SENATE 


1.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Church  urged  enactment  of  S.  3210,  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act,  and 
supported  provisions  of  the  bill  to  extend  the  Act  for  four  years,  to  give 
U.  S.  producers  of  sugarbeets  $150,000  tons  additional  quota,  and  to  give  ^  e 
President  authority  to  adjust  sugar  quotas.  He  submitted  an  amendment  w  ic 
he  intends  to  propose  to  the  bill  which  "would  reassign  to  our  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  the  Cuban  quota  of  the  annual  growth  increment."  Sen.  Yaroorough  com¬ 
mended  the  proposed  amendment  as  a  "step  in  the  right  direction.  pp. 


2.  FARM  PROGRAM.  s/n.  Hruska  inserted  excerpts  from  Vice  Presidelvt  Nixon  s  Neur. 
Founders*  Day/Program  speech  in  which  he  stated  there  was  unaniWis  agreement 
that  "we  cantwt  continue  to  tolerate  programs  under  which  the  suWuse 
farm  commodities  continue  to  pile  up  and  the  prices  the  farmer  reaves  ' 
to  go  doy<C"  urged  the  "Democratic  leadership  of  Congress  to  act  oh  fa  g 

lation/Tnd  stated  that  "If  this  Congress  fails  to  act,  I  ^^e  *t  Vthe 
sponsPhility  of  the  candidates  of  both  parties  to  present  to  the  voter^for 
thei 7 decision,  responsible  new  programs  to  deal  with  the  farm  problem  \In 
this  way  the  next  President  will  have  a  clear  mandate  on  the  farm  problem 
lich  he  will  need  to  assure  action  in  the  next  Congress.  pp. 


3.  FRUITS.  Sens.  Magnuscm  and  Holland  expressed  concern  over  the  "latest  move  by  / 
Cuba  ...  to  refuse  to  give  licenses  to  exporters  and  importers  in  Cuba  for  t)f< 


importation  of  fruit  into  Cuba,"  and  urged  "immediate  negotiations  between^ur 
State  Department  and  the  Cubans"  on  the  matter,  pp,  6438-9 


4.  UNEMPLOYMENT .  Sen.  McCarthy  inserted  the  majority  report,  and  Sen.  Scott  the 
minority  report,  cf  the  special  Committee  on  Unemployment  Problems  on/its 
study  of  unemployment,  conditions  in  the  U.  S3  Several  Senators  discussed  the 
reports,  pp.  ^432-7,  6441-9 


5.  INTEREST  RATES.  &en.  Butler  inserted  a  statement  he  had  prepared  urging  enact¬ 
ment  of  legislating  to  remove  the  interest-rate  ceiling  on  lorjg-term  Treasury 
bonds,  pp.  6422-5 


6.  POSTAL  RATES.  Sen.  Clai<k  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  opposing  the  adminis¬ 
tration  proposal  to  increase  postal  rates,  p.  6449 
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HOUSE 


7.  D.  C,  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  £o  the  conference  repsxrt  on  H.  R.  10233,  the 
D.  C.  appropriation  bill  for  19^1.  pp.  6466-7 


8.  CONTRACTS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  .tadiciary  Compdttee  voted  to  report  H.  R. 

2797,  to  amend  the  Walsh  Healey  Act\to  require  the  inclusion  of  certain  labor 
standards  requirements  in  Government  \:ontracxs  for  services,  p.  D254 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


9. 


to  amend  section  6  of  the  act 


PERSONNEL.  S.  3295,  by  Sen.  Johnston, 
of  August  24,  1912,  with  respect  to  tafie  recognition  of  organizations  of  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  Federal  civil  service;  to  Fost\Office  and  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittee. 

H.  R.  11466,  by  Rep.  Foley  (b/  request)  ,  to  idodernize  certain  provisions 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retiremenb/Act  relating  to  impiediate  retirement;  to  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  11468,  by  Rep.  Nix,/to  adjust  the  rates  of  ksic  compensation  of 
certain  officers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Government;  to  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee. 


10.  LANDS.  S.  3300,  by  Sen/  Holland,  to  require  the  Secretary Nof  the  Interior  to 
issue  new  or  supplemental  patents  in  certain  cases  where  lahds  have  been 
classified  as  nonphcpsphate  in  character;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee. 

H.  R.  11476,  by  Rep.  Laird,  to  authorize  Federal  loans  to  assist  the 
Menominee  Indian^  Tribe  of  Wisconsin,  or  its  successor  entity,  in^the  conduct 
of  its  affairs,;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  Remarks  of  authcn^.  p.  6486 


12.  RESEARCH.  H.  R.  11462,  by  Rep.  Anfuso,  to  establish  a  program  to  foster  anc 
promote  the  conduct  of  basic  and  supporting  scientific  research  through  con-N 
tracts  entered  into  by  the  United  States;  to  Science  and  Astronautics  Com¬ 
mittee. 


c 
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COTTON  QUOTAS.  S.  3294,  by  Sen.  Goldwater,  to  extend  the  minimum  national 
marketing  quota  for  Extra  Long  Staple  cotton  to  the  1961  crop;  to  AgriWlture 
and  Forestry  Committee. 
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a  long  time  ago — that  he  is  an  able  debater 
who  givesyno  quarter. 

The  two 'Senators  were  well  matched  and 
they  presented  their  arguments  so  force¬ 
fully  that  the\30-minute  program  seemed  to 
pass  all  too  quickly.. 

And  while  thei^  was  heat,  there  also  was 
light.  Both  wereNvell  armed  with  facts  and 
they  showed  no  nfesitancy  in  interrupting 
each  other  to  clarify  points  they  feared 
might  be  misinterpreted. 

Senator  Talmadge  pressed  Senator  Keat¬ 
ing  pretty  hard  on  the  inatter  of  sit-down 
demonstrations  that  have  swept  through 
the  South  in  recent  weeks.  'Senator  Keating 
kept  saying  that  he  approved  of  peaceful 
demonstrations  so  long  as  th&y  violated  no 
law.  But  the  Georgia  Senator  insisted  that 
was  just  the  point — they  constituted  tres¬ 
passing  on  private  property  and  w^re  there¬ 
fore  illegal. 

The  two  were  in  agreement  on  one\point: 
that  they  would  both  support  legislation 
making  it  a  crime  to  obstruct  any  cqurt 
order  by  force  and  violence. 

Senator  Talmadge  makes  a  good  irnprel 
sion  in  his  defense  of  the  South,  and  it  is> 
hoped  that  his  message  is  getting  through 
to  the  rest  of  the  country.  The  response 
he  received  from  a  recent  nationwide  tele¬ 
vision  appearance  indicates  that  it  is. 


CIVIL  RIGHTS  AND  THE  DISTRICT 
OP  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  there  came  to  my  attention  the 
“Report  From  Washington”  column, 
published  in  the  Chicago  Daily  Tribune 
of  March  30,  written  by  Mr.  Walter  Tro- 
han,  chief  of  the  Chicago  Tribune’s 
Washington  bureau.  His  column  deals 
with  conditions  here  in  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  article  read? 
as  follows : 

There  is  more  hypocrisy  than  honor  amofig 
northern  bleeding  hearts  on  the  questio/1  of 
integration  in  the  South. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  entire  article  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  body  of  the  /Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  tl/e  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  tjae  Record, 
as  follows : 

[From  the  Chicago  Daily  Tritytme,  Mar.  30, 
1960] 

Report  From  Washington 
(By  Walter  Tmnan) 

Washington,  March  23. — There  is  more 
hypocrisy  than  honor/  among  northern 
bleeding  hearts  on  the  Question  of  integra¬ 
tion  in  the  South.  Nowhere  is  this  more 
vividly  demonstrated  /than  in  the  National 
Capital,  which  lies  below  the  Mason-Dixon 
line  but  has  long  ago  been  captured  by  vari¬ 
ous  shades  of  do-gooders  from  New/Dealers 
to  one  worlders. 

Nowhere  has  there  been  more  verbal  agony 
shed  over  Negrt/es  and  less  practice  of  the 
preached  word/  Since  the  Supreme  Court 
decisions  on  /Civil  rights,  there  has  been  a 
tremendous  /exodus  from  the  Capital  into__ 
segregated  JTirginia  and  outlying  Maryland” 
by  those  wfto  agitated  for  the  rulings. 

Since  tile  High  Court  decisions  Washing¬ 
ton  has  Become  a  Negro  city.  Fifty-five  per¬ 
cent  of/the  population  of  the  Capital  is  Ne¬ 
gro.  Three  out  of  four  pupils  in  District 
publi/  schools  are  Negro.  In  the  first  grade 
almost  85  percent  of  the  students  are  Negro. 

lis  means  simply  that  the  white  people 
whb  have  been  agitating  for  integration  in 
tl/e  South  have  been  moving  away  from  Ne- 
roes  in  the  Capital  to  suburbs  which  are 
vhite.  The  percentage  of  white  population 


in  the  Capital  is  dropping  while  the  percent^ 
age  is  rising  rapidly  in  suburban  areas. 
white  students  attend  private  schools 
To  too  many  bleeding  hearts  the  Negro  is 
good  enough  to  fight  for  far  away  bulr  not 
good  enough  to  live  with  or  go  to  school  with 
in  the  North.  Most  northern  cities  are 
showing  marked  rises  in  suburban  /popula¬ 
tion,  but  nowhere  so  much  as  in  th/ Capital, 
where  integration  was  enforced. 

Man  has  always  found  it  easier/to  adopt  a 
cause  far  from  home,  especially  when  he 
could  escape  from  the  consequences  of  his 
own  crusading.  In  the  days  before  the  Civil 
War,  abolitionists  in  New  England  found  it 
easy  to  close  their  eyes  to  ch/ld  labor  in  cot¬ 
ton  factories,  which  was  a /  more  cruel  and 
heartless  form  of  slavery  tttm  they  battled  in 
the  cotton  fields  of  the  Smith. 

Most  of  the  more  prosperous  white  people 
with  children  of  schooyage  who  continue  to 
live  in  the  Capital  s/nd  their  children  to 
private  schools.  Son/e  did  before  the  inte¬ 
gration  decision,  but  more  do  now  that  96 
of  the  District  of  Columbia’s  165  schools  are 
90  percent  Negno  or  over.  Twenty-one 
schools  are  100  p/rcent  Negro  in  enrollment. 
Supreme  Cou/t  Justice  William  J.  Bren- 
m,  Jr.,  the  otfly  jurist  with  schoolchildren 
at\the  time  of  the  Court’s  decision  in  the 
school  cases /sent  his  children  to  private 
schools.  Scune  of  these  schools  take  Negroes 
but  tew  Negro  parents  are  able  to  meet 
costly  tuttion  charges.  In  the  case  of  at 
least  oiuXof  these  private  institutions,  one 
of  the  /oddest  voices  for  integration  was 
privata/y  plotting  with  his  trustees  on  means 
of  keeping  Nsgro  students  out  of  his  insti¬ 
tution’s  classrooms. 

/vote  at  home  to  keep  federal  jobs 
lore  recently  tite  do-gooders  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  haveVevived  another  of  their 
/auses — home  rule  and  the  vote  for  the 
^Capital.  Most  of  the  agitators  vote  in  other 
States,  where  they  maintain  legal  homes 
even  though  they  spena\considerable  time 
here. 

Many  of  the  white  people  living  in  the 
Capital  vote  at  home  to  keep/  their  Federal 
jobs.  If  the  District  of  Columbia  should 
get  home  rule,  the  Negroes  would  have  an 
even  greater  majority  at  the  balloV  box  than 
the  55  percent  of  the  population  they  have. 

Undoubtedly  Washington  would  'elect  a 
Negro  mayor  and  other  Negro  officials,  in  a 
matter  of  time.  The  majority  at  the  ballot 
box  was  an  actuality  when  the  District \iid 
vote  before  the  turn  of  the  century  and  'is 
the  reason  why  the  vote  was  taken  from  resil 
dents  of  the  Capital.  No  doubt  more  bleed¬ 
ing  hearts  would  move  out  if  the  District 
should  win  the  right  to  vote.  All  this  serves 
to  indicate  that  if  the  bleeding  hearts  weep, 
they  weep  crocodile  tears  except  when  their 
own  selfish  interests  are  involved. 


CIVIL  RIGHTS  ACT  OF  1960 
The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  8601)  to  enforce  consti¬ 
tutional  rights,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first 
committee  amendment. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY  obtained  the  floor. 

AMENDMENT  OF  THE  SUGAR  ACT 
Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  here¬ 
tofore  I  joined  with  other  Senators  in 
the  sponsorship  of  S.  3210,  a  bill  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended.  This  is  a  revenue  measure 
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in  form,  and  in  all  probability  it  will  be 
considered  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  before  it  is  taken  up  in  the  Senate. 

Nevertheless,  this  is  an  extremely  im¬ 
portant  legislative  problem  for  consid¬ 
eration  in  this  Congress,  and  the  time  is 
getting  late.  The  Sugar  Act  expires  at 
the  end  of  this  year;  and  unless  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  some  kind  is  agreed  upon  be¬ 
fore  Congress  adjourns,  there  will  be 
chaos  in  a  vital  segment  of  our  economy, 
the  sugar  industry. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  desire  to 
explain  my  position  as  to  the  kind  of 
sugar  legislation  we  ought  to  have,  and 
to  submit  an  amendment  I  have  pre¬ 
pared. 

This  Congress  is  apparently  to  be 
offered  a  choice  between  a  simple  exten¬ 
sion  for  1  year  of  the  existing  law,  and  S. 
3210,  which  amends  the  Sugar  Act  in 
certain  important  particulars,  and  ex¬ 
tends  it  for  4  more  years. 

I  favor  the  latter  course  for  a  number 
of  reasons.  First,  there  is  the  time  ele¬ 
ment  itself.  Sugar  is  not  the  kind  of 
crop,  and  not  the  kind  of  industry,  which 
can  successfully  operate  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis.  The  crop  periods  overlap  in 
the  different  producing  areas,  process¬ 
ing  and  marketing  plans  have  to  be 
made  more  than  1  year  in  the  future, 
and  the  threat  or  prospect  of  legislative 
“tinkering”  on  a  year-to-year  basis  is 
not  conducive  to  sound  management. 
Unsound  management  means  higher 
costs. 

Second,  I  believe  S.  3210  makes  some 
desirable  changes  in  the  law.  One  of 
these,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
sugar-beet  States,  gives  to  beetgrowers 
150,000  tons  additional  quota,  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  variable  prospects  of 
sharing  in  the  deficits  which  arise  from 
time  to  time  in  Puerto  Rico’s  quota. 

Additionally.  S.  3210  takes  a  realtistic 
look  at  the  situation  in  Cuba,  and  gives 
the  President  the  right  to  cut  Cuba’s 
quota  on  a  1-year  basis,  when  in  his 
judgment  such  action  should  be  taken. 
A  1-year  extension  of  the  present  law, 
without  changing  it,  would  amount  to  a 
favor  to  the  Cuban  Premier  which  I  do 
not  think  he  deserves.  I  believe  it  better 
to  empower  the  President  to  cut  the 
Cuban  quota,  when  he  believes  it  to  be 
warranted,  rather  than  to  countenance 
Castro’s  conduct  by  continuing  the  pres¬ 
ent  law,  which  guarantees  him  a  lucra¬ 
tive  share  of  the  U.S.  market,  regardless 
of  his  conduct,  past,  present,  or  future. 

The  Sugar  Act  is  an  immensely  com¬ 
plex  piece  of  legislation,  but  it  has  worked 
well.  It  has  stabilized  the  sugar  market, 
once  subject  to  violent  fluctuations;  and 
the  rise  in  the  cost  of  sugar  to  American 
consumers  is  much  less  on  a  percentage 
basis  since  the  Sugar  Act  was  first 
passed  than  the  rise  in  the  cost  of  other 
commodities.  By  comparison,  the  aver¬ 
age  American  worker  works  less  than  3 
minutes  to  earn  enough  to  buy  a  pound 
of  white  granulated  sugar,  while  in  Rus¬ 
sia  a  worker  must  work  more  than  2 
hours  to  earn  enough  to  buy  the  same 
amount  of  sugar. 

An  efficient  domestic  and  mainland 
sugar  industry  must  be  maintained  if  a 
reasonable  degree  of  national  self- 
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sufficiency  is  to  be  provided.  Our  sugar 
program  assures  the  American  consum¬ 
ers  an  adequate  supply  of  sugar  at  rea¬ 
sonable  prices,  maintains  and  protects 
the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  indus¬ 
try,  and  promotes  the  export  trade  of  the 
United  States. 

This  program  cannot  be  permitted  to 
come  to  an  end,  and  it  must  not  be 
tampered  with  indiscriminately. 

But,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  a 
principle  long  incorporated  in  the  act 
could  well  be  extended.  This  is  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  new  and  small  producers  ought 
to  receive  special  consideration. 

After  World  War  II,  returning  veter¬ 
ans  and  others  who  then  established 
themselves  on  homesteads  and  other 
farms  without  beet  acreage  allotments, 
have  sought  to  participate  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  The  act  directs  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  give  a  preference  to  this 
type  of  grower;  but,  as  a  practical  mat¬ 
ter,  the  amounts  available  have  been  too 
small  to  be  useful. 

Yet  sugar  is  a  most  attractive  cash 
crop,  and  without  it  the  new  farmers  are 
at  a  great  disadvantage  in  their  com¬ 
munities 

Sugar  beets  return  what  they  take 
from  the  soil.  They  promote  soil  equi¬ 
librium,  when  grown  in  rotation  with 
hay,  grains,  and  legumes.  A  ton  per 
acre  of  their  extensive  root  systems  is 
left  in  the  soil,  to  rebuild  it. 

The  byproducts  of  beet  sugar — tops, 
molasses,  and  pulp — provide  a  rich  and 
necessary  source  of  supplement  feed  for 
livestock.  Proper  feed  of  these  byprod¬ 
ucts  will  produce  300  pounds  of  meat 
for  each  acre  of  beets. 

If  the  new  fanners  could  be  helped, 
without  doing  violence  to  the  traditional 
beet  planting  patterns,  it  would  be  a  good 
thing  for  Idaho  and  other  beet  areas. 

I  think  this  can  be  done.  That  is 
the  purpose  of  an  amendment  which  I 
intend  to  offer  to  S.  3210,  and  which  I 
send  to  the  desk,  with  the  request  that 
it  be  printed. 

At  the  present  time,  there  is  con¬ 
sumed  in  the  United  States,  each  year, 
about  150,000  tons  more  sugare  than  that 
consumed  in  the  px-eceding  year.  This 
growth,  which  results  from  the  increase 
in  our  population,  and  also  from  a 
growth  in  the  per  capita  rate  of  sugar 
consumption,  is  now  allocated  between 
our  domestic  producers,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  Cuba  and  other  foreign  producers, 
on  the  other,  in  the  ratio  of  55  to  45. 
Cuba’s  share  of  this  growth  is  about 
30  percent  of  the  total;  and  the  other 
foreign  countries,  except  the  Philippines, 
have  about  15  percent  of  the  total.  The 
Philippines  have  a  fixed  annual  quota, 
and  that  country  does  not  share  in  addi¬ 
tional  allocations  arising  from  the 
growth  in  our  market. 

My  amendment  would  reassign  to  our 
domestic  producei's  the  Cuban  quota  of 
the  annual  growth  increment. 

Under  the  Sugar  Act,  the  domestic 
beet  sugar  areas  are  allocated  about  40 
percent  of  new  domestic  quotas.  Forty 
percent  of  the  amount  reassigned  from 
Cuba  would  furnish  inci'eased  acreage  in 
significant  proportions.  Under  the  sec¬ 
ond  part  of  my  amendment,  the  Secre- 
ary  of  Agriculture  would  be  required  to 


give  to  new  and  small  producers  a  pref¬ 
erence  as  to  any  increased  acreage  re¬ 
sulting  from  this  reassignment. 

Thus,  on  a  progressive  basis,  each  year 
more  acreage  would  be  available  to  help 
these  new  and  small  growers.  They 
have  had  a  preference  in  the  past;  but, 
as  I  have  pointed  out,  the  added  acreage 
has  been  too  small  to  be  of  help  to  them. 

I  think  it  eminently  fair  that  the  part 
of  the  new  acreage  which,  under  my 
amendment,  would  be  reassigned  from 
Cuba,  should  be  subject  to  this  prefer¬ 
ence  for  new  and  small  producers.  This 
would  take  a  sound  and  constructive 
step  to  meet  the  need  of  this  particular 
group,  without  disturbing  the  balance  of 
the  Sugar  Act’s  operation  or  violating 
its  spirit. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my 
amendment,  with  the  changes  in  the 
present  law  indicated  be  pi-inted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Ther 
amendment  will  be  received,  appropri¬ 
ately  refen-ed,  and  printed;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  was  refen-ed  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  as  follows: 

On  page  1,  after  line  11,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Sec.  2.  Section  202  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub¬ 
section  : 

“‘(f)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  effective  with  the 
calendar  year  1961,  no  part  of  any  increase 
in  quotas  arising  from  a  determination  made 
by  the  Secretary  under  section  201  in  excess 
of  9,400,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  which 
would  otherwise  be  prorated  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (c)(2)(B)  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  to  Cuba,  and  the  percentage 
thereof  which  would  otherwise  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  Cuba  shall  be  apportioned  to 
domestic  producers.’ 

“Sec.  3.  Section  302(b)  of  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate 
shares  with  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary 
may  take  into  consideration  the  past  pro¬ 
duction  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and 
sugarcane  marketed  (or  processed)  within 
the  proportionate  share  for  the  extraction  of 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the  ability  to  pro¬ 
duce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  and  the 
Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  pro¬ 
tect  the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small 
producers  and  the  interests  of  producers  who 
are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent 
planters,  or  sharecroppers  and  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers  in  any  local  producing  area  whose 
past  production  has  been  adversely,  seri¬ 
ously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought, 
storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other 
similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  condi¬ 
tions  To  the  extent  that  an  increased  acre¬ 
age  shall  be  allocated  to  beet  sugar  areas 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  adding  section  202(f)  such  increased 
acreage  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary, 
insofar  as  practicable,  to  protect  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers. 
For  the  purposes  of  establishing  proportion¬ 
ate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  en¬ 
courage  wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster 
greater  diversification  of  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction,  and  promote  the  conservation  of 
soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Secretary,  on  application  of  any  owner  of  a 
farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby  authorized, 
whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or 
rental  of  land  for  other  productive  purposes, 


to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production  record 
for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto 
Rico  owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other 
parcel  or  parcels  of  land  owned  by  such  ap¬ 
plicant  in  Puerto  Rico.’  ” 

On  page  2,  line  1,  renumber  “Sec.  2.”  to 
read  “Sec.  4.”. 

On  page  6,  line  15,  renumber  “Sec.  3.”  to 
read  “Sec.  5.”. 

On  page  7,  line  19,  renumber  ‘“Sec.  4  ”  to 
read  “Sec.  6.”. 

On  page  7,  line  22,  renumber  “Sec.  5.”  to 
read  “Sec.  7.”. 

On  page  8,  line  1,  renumber  “Sec.  6.”  to 
read  “Sec.  8.” 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy!  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Idaho  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Yes. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  desire  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  a  question.  Un¬ 
der  this  proposed  amendment,  what  new 
acreage  would  be  granted  to  American 
growers? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Under  my  proposed 
amendment,  the  Cuban  share  of  the 
added  increment  in  the  total  sugar  quota 
that  results  from  the  annual  growth  of 
the  American  market,  would  be  reserved 
to  domestic  producers. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  desire  to  say 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Idaho 
that  my  State  has  a  quota  for  sugar  beet 
production  of  about  1,800  acres,  a  little 
less  than  3  square  miles.  That  is  an 
area  1  mile  wide  and  3  miles  long  for 
the  entire  State  of  Texas.  In  the  high 
plains  area,  sugar  beets  are  the  most 
valuable  crop  per  acre  that  can  be  pro¬ 
duced.  The  former  quota  of  2,200  acres 
has  been  cut  to  1,800  acres.  For  20  years 
the  sugar  beet  producers  in  that  high 
plains  area  of  Texas  have  sought  to  get  a 
reasonable  sugar  beet  acreage  quota,  but 
they  now  have  a  quota  of  only  3  measly 
square  miles  for  the  whole  State  of  Texas. 
I  think  the  Sugar  Act  should  be  amended 
so  that  American  producei’s  who  have 
the  land  and  the  labor  available  can  gi-ow 
more  sugar  beets,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  domestic  producers  grow  only  about 
27  pei-cent  of  the  sugar  consumed  in  this 
country,  and  we  impoi'b  approximately 
73  pei-cent. 

Is  it‘not  a  fact  that  we  import  about 
73  percent  and  pi-oduce  only  about  27 
percTenp  of  our  sugar  needs? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  It  is  true  that  the 
amount  imported  exceeds  the  amount 
that  is  domestically  produced. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  That  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  the  reason  why  the  President 
of  the  United  States  recently  i-ecom- 
mended  new  sugar  legislation.  He  rec¬ 
ommended  it  partly  on  the  ground  of  na¬ 
tional  security  and  defense.  He  did  not 
state  specific  percentages,  but  he  pointed 
out  that  we  produce  only  a  fraction  of 
what  we  consume.  Actually  we  pi-oduce 
27  percent  of  the  sugar  consumed  in  this 
country.  In  view  of  the  price  that 
Americans  pay  for  sugar  and  $he  wide¬ 
spread  consumption  of  that  commodity, 
it  does  not  make  sense  to  limit  American 
farmers  so  that  they  are  permitted  to 


1960 


CO rv  GRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


6429 


produce  only  27  percent  of  the  sugar 
needed  in  this  country,  while  we  force  off 
the  farms  those  who  are  raising  grain 
sorghums  or  wheat,  for  example,  the 
further  production  of  which  is  not  need¬ 
ed.  Sugar  is  needed. 

The  entire  State  of  Texas,  with  an 
area  of  267,000  square  miles,  is  allowed 
to  produce  sugar  beets  only  in  a  little 
strip  of  land  1  mile  wide  by  3  miles 
long,  when  it  has  been  demonstrated 
for  more  than  20  years  that  sugar 
beets  form  a  very  valuable  crop  in  the 
high  plains  area,  where  the  production 
is  worth  from  $100  to  $150  an  acre  per 
year.  This  is  the  most  valuable  crop 
that  can  be  grown  in  that  area,  where 
beets  with  a  very  high  sugar  content  are 
grown,  when  compared  with  the  sugar 
content  of  sugar  beets  grown  elsewhere. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Idaho  what 
acreage  is  provided  for  the  State  of 
Texas  under  the  amendment  he  has  sub¬ 
mitted. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Under  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  have  proposed,  no  specific  acreage 
allocations  are  made.  The  pattern  of 
the  present  Sugar  Act  is  retained,  but 
domestic  producers  are  favored — and 
new  and  small  domestic  producers  are 
given  special  preference — with  respect 
to  the  Cuban  share  of  the  increased 
increment  in  the  sugar  quota  that  re¬ 
sults  from  the  growing  population  of  this 
country,  from  year  to  year. 

I  think  the  effect  of  my  amendment 
would  be  to  give  added  acreage  to 
domestic  producers,  wherever  sugar  is 
now  being  produced;  and,  in  addition, 
the  new  and  small  producers  would  be 
given  a  special  preference  to  which  they 
are  entitled. 

It  may  be  that  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  would  want  to  see  the 
Sugar  Act  amended  in  other  particulars, 
but  I  think  the  objective  of  better  serv¬ 
ing  domestic  producers  is  one  advanced 
by  this  amendment,  and,  to  this  extent, 
I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Texas  would 
want  to  support  it. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  commend  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Idaho  for 
this  step  in  the  right  direction.  It  is  only 
a  step,  however.  I  point  out  that  under 
8  years  of  Bensonism,  in  one  State 
acreage  was  increased  by  30,000  acres, 
while  in  my  State  in  that  period  acreage 
was  reduced  from  2,200  to  1,800  acres. 
I  think  we  ought  to  look  at  the  matter 
from  the  domestic  as  well  as  the  stand¬ 
point  of  foreign  production. 

~  1  -  ■■■-  ■  ■  ■■  1 — a=£^SSBnBEBas= 

THE  LATE  PRINCE  JONA#  KUHIO 
KALANIANAOLt 

Mr.  PONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY*.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  Bar.  President,  last  Sat¬ 
urday,  in  my  State  of  Hawaii,  a  holiday 
marked  the  birthday  anniversary  of  a 
great  Hawaiian  statesman  and  Repub¬ 
lican — the'  late  Prince  Jonah  Kuhio 
Kalanianaole.  This  Prince  of  Hawaiian 
royalty/was  the  second  Delegate  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  from  the 
thepr  new  Territory  of  Hawaii.  He  served 


his  Hawaii  and  the  United  States  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  1902 
until  his  death  in  1922. 

On  the  occasion  of  the  celebration  of 
Prince  Kuhio  Day  in  Hawaii,  Riley  H. 
Allen,  editor  of  the  Honolulu  Star-Bul¬ 
letin,  wrote  an  editorial  in  the  March 
26  issue  of  that  newspaper.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
testimonial  to  a  great  Hawaiian  states¬ 
man  be  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record 
following  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Honolulu  Star -Bulletin,  Mar.  26, 
1960| 

A  Great  Hawaiian,  a  Patriotic  American 
On  March  26,  1871.  near  Koloa  on  Kauai, 
a  son  was  born  to  the  High  Chief  David 
Kanalepouli  Piikoi  and  the  Princess  Kinoiki 
Kekaulike.  He  grew  up  to  become  Prince 
Jonah  Kuhio  Kalanianaole,  one  of  the  most 
illustrious  figures  in  Hawaiian  history  dur¬ 
ing  the  transition  from  monarchy  to  re- 
mblic  and  into  the  first  two  decades  of 
■ftgritorial  status. 

,e  was  brought  up,  with  his  brother 
David,  in  the  court  of  Kalakaua.  When 
Liliudkalani  was  overthrown,  his  under¬ 
standable  monarchist  sentiments  got  him  ir 
trouble  Vith  the  officials  of  the  republic  ajA 
he  was  sentenced  to  a  year  in  prisoiy  in 
connectionNwith  the  abortive  revolt  yhich 
sought  to  restore  Liliuokalani  to  the  throne. 

For  a  time, \he  brothers  Kuhio  and  David 
floundered  in  the  political  turmoiy  of  their 
times.  Finally,  \owever,  they  realized  that 
their  royal  training  in  service  to  their  peo¬ 
ple  could  best  beNut  to  use  in  the  new 
framework  of  the  territorial  government. 

David  became  a  Detaocrat,  and  Kuhio  a 
Republican.  David  was  iwt  successful  politi¬ 
cally,  and  died  in  1908.  Jsoihio,  on  the  other 
hand,  was  a  favorite  with  t[ie  electorate  and 
after  his  first  election  as  delegate  to  Con¬ 
gress  in  1992,  he  was  unfailingly  reelected 
for  10  terms,  still  sr  record.  HeVlied  on  Jan¬ 
uary  7,  1922,  nearly  19  years  afkgr  entering 
Congress. 

The  crowning  act  of  his  political  dareer  was 
the  Hawaiian  Homes  program,  to  take  his 
people  out  /if  the  city  slums  and  to  givX  them 
land  in  Perpetuity  to  insure  perpetuation 
of  the  /face.  Gov.  Wallace  R.  Farrington 
appointed  him  to  the  first  Homes  Commis¬ 
sion  .and  it  was  a  source  of  gratification  ti 
Prince  Kuhio  to  see  the  commission  plunge1 
rgpidly  and  effectively  into  its  work. 

And  it  was  Governor  Farrington  who  paid 
one  of  the  finest  tributes  to  Kuhio: 

“Prince  Jonah  Kuhio  Kalanianaole  was 
sincere,  loyal,  and  courageous,  and  he  pos¬ 
sessed  the  peculiar  kindness  of  heart  dis¬ 
tinctly  Hawaiian  that  is  identified,  inter¬ 
preted,  and  glorified  in  Hawaii’s  aloha.  He 
made  friends  and  his  opponents  were  never 
"enemies.  Through  his  friendly  personality 
he  rallied  national  leaders  to  his  support, 
not  only  through  the  justice  of  the  cause  he 
represented  but  also  because  'we  like  the 
prince.’ 

“As  a  member  of  the  royal  family  of  Hawaii 
he  maintained  the  dignity  of  his  station  and 
with  refined  freedom  from  ostentation.  He 
understood  the  developing  forces  of  the  Pa¬ 
cific  and  was  solicitous  for  the  welfare  and 
the  highest  type  of  progress  for  his  people. 

“Without  sacrificing  his  pride  of  race  or  of 
nationality  that  had  been  merged  in  the 
great  union  of  States,  he  was  a  whole-souled 
American.” 

Today  Hawaii  observes  the  89th  anniver¬ 
sary  of  Kuhio’s  birth.  Though  the  number 
who  knew  him  personally  dwindles,  his  spirit 
lives  on  in  his  achievements  and  in  the  legacy 
he  left  his  people.  He  was  a  son  of  whom 
all  Hawaii  is  proud. 


THE  DILLON  PLAN 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does/he 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCar¬ 
thy]  yield  to  the  Senator  from’'  New 
York? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  U.S.  free 
world  leadership  is  facing  difficult  tasks 
in  attempting  to  unite  Aie  economic 
potential  of  the  Western  industrial 
powers  and  bring  thi^  great  potential 
to  bear  upon  the  epic  economic  chal¬ 
lenge  posed  by  the'  need  of  the  less- 
developed  areas  of/the  world  which  must 
be  helped  to  achieve  economic  progress 
in  a  framework/of  free  institutions.  The 
urgency  of  meeting  these  tests  and  of 
helping  the  .emerging  nations  along  the 
road  of  economic  development  is  greatly 
intensified  by  the  existence  of  Soviet 
power,  offering  assistance  to  the  develop¬ 
ing  nations  on  terms  which  are  vague  but 
genially  spell  Communist  domination, 
le  free  world  effort  is  being  made 
fthin  the  framework  of  the  Dillon  plan, 
Excellently  set  forth  in  an  editorial  of 
today’s  New  York  Times,  which  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  Mar.  30,  I960] 
The  Dillon  Era 

Two  separate  groups  are  now  meeting  in 
Europe  to  consider  plans  for  replacing  the 
Marshall  era  of  American  aid  to  Europe  with 
the  Dillon  era  of  American-European  part¬ 
nership  in  trade.  The  term  “Dillon  era”  was 
coined  by  President  Hallstein  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Commission  of  the  European 
Economic  Community  in  honor  of  American 
Under  Secretary  of  State  Douglas  Dillon.  It 
is  intended  to  denote  the  new  phase  of  West¬ 
ern  economic  development  symbolized  by  the 
American  plan  presented  by  Mr.  Dillon  at  an 
economic  meeting  in  Paris  in  January  and 
approved  by  20  nations.  Under  this  plan 
the  United  States  and  Canada  would  join  a 
dollar-strong  Western  Europe  in  a  new  trans- 
Atlantic  organization  for  greater  and  eco¬ 
nomic  cooperation  and  joint  aid  to  under¬ 
developed  countries. 

A  detailed  blueprint  for  this  new  organ¬ 
isation  is  now  being  worked  out  by  a  com¬ 
mittee  for  presentation  to  a  meeting  of  the 
20  nations  in  Paris  April  19.  But  these  na- 
tions\have  found  it  advisable  to  meet  in 
Paris  at  once  in  an  effort  to  head  off  a 
threatened  trade  war  between  the  European 
Economict  Community  of  the  “inner  six,” 
headed  byYFrance  and  Germany,  and  the 
European  Free  Trade  Association  of  the 
“outer  sevenX  headed  by  Britain.  Such  a 
clash  would  cXfite  a  most  unhappy  initia¬ 
tion  of  the  Dilloikera. 

This  issue  is  alX.being  considered  by  the 
European  Parliamentary  Assembly,  the  pre¬ 
cursor  of  a  parliament  of  a  united  Europe, 
now  meeting  in  Strasbourg.  It  has  before  it 
a  plan  to  speed  up  both  the  reduction  of 
trade  barriers  between  manbers  of  the  Com¬ 
munity  and  the  formationSpf  their  customs 
union  by  an  early  start  oh  their  common 
tariff  toward  others  on  the  basis  of  reduced 
rates.  The  United  States  has  indorsed  this 
plan  for  both  its  political  significance  and 
as  a  step  toward  trade  liberalizations,  even 
though  it  may  initially  discriminate  against 
American  trade.  But  the  “outer  \seven,” 
whose  free  trade  association,  of  course.  also 
discriminates  against  outsiders,  including 
the  United  States,  see  in  the  Community’s 
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move  only  discrimination  against  themselves 
and  threaten  reprisals.  It  must  be  hoped 
that  the  assurances  given  Prime  Minister 
Macmillan  by\Secretary  Herter  and  Mr.  Dil¬ 
lon  will  help  tb  prevent  a  development  that 
could  seriously  Hnpair  Western  solidarity. 

Y 

PROPOSED  CIVItyRIGHTS  LEGISLA¬ 
TE^ 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  upon  the 
pending  civil  rights  bilH  I  wish  to  state 
I  have  heard  this  morning  with  the 
greatest  of  pleasure  and  gratification  the 
compliments  paid  to  my  junior  colleague 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Keatings)  upon  the 
fight  which  he  made  last  nigNfi  in  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  against  the 
so-called  Kefauver  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  these  fine  tributes  are 
thoroughly  well  deserved.  My  colleague 
has  rendered  us  all  a  service  in  beil 
alert  to  the  implications  of  the  amend' 
ment.  I  am  sure  that  his  own  dedicated 
opposition,  together  with  the  opposition 
of  many  of  us  who  feel  exactly  as  he 
does  on  this  subject,  will  result  in  its 
excision  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me 
for  a  slight  comment? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  New  York  for  his  very  kind  com¬ 
ments.  I  appreciate  them  very  much 
indeed.  I  know  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  York  stands  with  those  of  us  who 
feel  that  this  is  a  devastating  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill  and  that  we  must  do 
everything  in  our  power  to  have  it  elimi¬ 
nated. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  permit  me  to 
address  a  question  or  a  comment  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  desire  to  underscore 
w7hat  has  been  said  by  both  Senators 
from  New  York.  The  Kefauver  amend¬ 
ment,  which  was  adopted  by  a  vote  of 
only  7  to  6  in  the  committee,  is  an 
amendment  which  would  do  more  to 
assure  the  intimidation  of  persons  wish¬ 
ing  to  be  recognized  as  seeking  the  rig] 
to  register  and  to  vote  than  any  pro¬ 
posal  I  have  heard  of  yet.  This  amend¬ 
ment  could  fill  the  room,  where  the  ap¬ 
plication  is  being  considered,  with  peo¬ 
ple  hostile  to  the  man  or  the  woman 
who  feels  he  or  she  has  been  deprived  of 
the  right  to  vote  or  who  srfeeks  in  the 
first  instance  to  attain  that  right. 

There  was  nothing  in  rfme  bill  hereto¬ 
fore  which  pertained  to  hearings.  The 
amendment  refers  to  a  hearing. 

I  hope  the  Senator  will  agree  with  me 
when  I  say  that  there  ought  not  to  be 
anything  in  the /provision  which  would 
make  more  difficult  the  right  to  register 
through  a  voting  referee  than  the  ordi¬ 
nary  right  tar  register.  If  this  procedure 
is  to  be  in  a  hearing  and  in  the  presence 
of  a  room  full  of  a  great  many  people, 
most  o[  whom  would  be  hostile  to  the 
applicant,  the  effect  of  the  amendment 

hlpe  to  create  a  climate  of  intimida¬ 
tion',  and  to  prevent  people  from  exercis¬ 
ing  their  right  to  register  and  to  vote. 
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Does  the  Senator  from  New  York  agree 
with  me? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Of  course  the  Senator 
agrees  with  his  colleague  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  and  with  his  colleague  from  New 
York. 

After  all,  the  reason  the  voting  has 
been  frustrated  in  the  South  has  been 
the  climate  of  intimidation,  implement¬ 
ed  every  once  in  a  while  by  some  act  of 
violence,  which  shows  they  really  mean 
it.  The  mere  presence  of  the  kind  of 
attitude  which  has  been  shown  on  the 
part  of  white  citizens — the  White  Citi¬ 
zens  Councils,  for  example — would  be 
enough  to  frustrate  the  very  thing  we 
are  trying  to  accomplish. 

This  is  a  matter  which  should  be  left 
to  each  court,  seeking  in  good  faith  to 
carry  out  what  is  intended ;  to  wit,  to  put 
the  Negro  on  terms  of  perfect  equality 
with  any  white  voter.  The  white  voter 
does  not  have  to  have  a  hearing.  He 
Joes  not  have  to  have  evidence  pre- 
ented.  He  does  not  have  to  have  a  pro¬ 
ceeding  with  a  lot  of  witneses  and  a  lot" 
of  lawyers  when  he  goes  in  to  register 
to  vote.  Neither  should  a  Negro  have  tov 
do  soAThat  is  the  essence  of  what  w> 
are  talking  about. 

We  areNall  gratified  that  our  colleague 
[Mr.  Keating],  who  is  an  able  lawyer, 
faced  with  tnis  matter  as  a  first  impres¬ 
sion,  immediately  perceived  its/mplica- 
tions  and  helpHd  us  all  by  interposing 
his  objections  t\  the  amendment  and 
by  now  ringing  t\e  alarnjr  bell  for  all 
of  us. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  ^l^sdent,  I  should 


like  very  much  to  joi 
my  colleague  from 
alertness,  for  his i /fcourai 
mination,  and  foi/being  pfl 
times  to  detecjr  these  “gi 
proposed  legislation  which  ar 


in  the  praise  for 
e\  York  for  his 
and  deter - 
ared  at  all 
icks”  in 
designed 


to  defeat  th/purpose  of  the  legislation 
itself. 

I  am  vefy  happy  that  every  Republi¬ 
can  Senator,  every  Senator  on  thispide 
of  the  aisle,  who  is  a  member  of  the  Col 
mil  tee  on  the  Judiciary  voted  agains 
the /Kefauver  amendment.  This  cannot' 
b^said  with  respect  to  the  other  side  of 
re  aisle,  whether  we  are  speaking  in 
''terms  of  one  section  of  the  country  or 
another. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
want  to  intrude  upon  the  time  of  my 
colleague  for  very  long. 

I  take  my  text  from  what  has  oc¬ 
curred  this  morning  with  respect  to 
making  the  civil  rights  bill  the  pending 
business.  I  say  this:  Mr.  President,  the 
illusion  that  we  are  going  to  have  an 
agreed-upon  civil  rights  bill  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  which  could  move  over  to  the  other 
body,  which  was  an  illusion  which  was 
prevalent  for  a  very  considerable  time  in 
the  Senate,  is  gone. 

Now  we  know  we  are  going  to  have  a 
bill  which  is  going  to  be  a  Senate  bill.  I 
regret  very  much  that  we  did  not  make 
it  the  Senate  bill  based  upon  the  Dirk- 
sen  substitute,  the  administration  pro¬ 
gram.  That  is  water  over  the  dam,  of 
course. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  now  is  that 
we  are  face  to  face  with  every  issue.  The 
technique  of  making  a  motion  to  table 
an  amendment  has  changed  in  implica¬ 
tion.  We  are  faced  with  the  issues,  and 


we  have  to  decide  them  substantively.. 
Every  Member  of  the  Senate  shout 
know  that  he  is  now  to  vote  for  or  against 
the  issues.  If  any  Senator  votes  against 
an  issue  by  voting  to  table,  that  will  be 
the  end  of  it.  We  will  not  have  smother 
chance,  as  we  had  with  respefa  to  the 
Dirksen  substitute,  since  thtfre  was  a 
House  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  Resident,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Not  ye 

That  is  point  No.  Y  The  illusion  of 
an  agreed-upon  bil/  is  gone.  We  are 
going  to  have  to  fashion  a  Senate  bill. 

Point  No.  2  is  that  every  Member 
of  the  Senate/ who  votes  on  any  of 
these  provisions,  whether  it  be  to  table 
or  to  vote  substantively,  is  now  voting 
definitively 

Point  JKo.  3,  which  is  very  impor¬ 
tant,  Mr.  President,  is  that  I  hope 
very  niuch  we  will  submit  to  the  con¬ 
science  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  vote 
of  Juie  Senate  each  one  of  the  two  pro- 
isitions  which  are  omitted  from  the 
5ill;  to  wit,  the  proposition  for  technical 
aid  to  school  desegregation,  and  the 
proposition  for  recognition  of  the  gov¬ 
ernment  contracts  employment  commit¬ 
tee.  Mr.  President,  these  are  two  es¬ 
sences  of  any  intelligent  and  meaning¬ 
ful  civil  rights  program.  The  Senate 
should  pass  upon  them.  Those  provi¬ 
sions  should  not  simply  go  down  the 
drain  at  this  last  stage  in  these  pro¬ 
ceedings. 

Mr.  President,  I  bring  those  things  to 
the  attention  of  all  of  our  colleagues, 
because  we  have  to  know  that  we  are  up 
against  a  substantive  question  .now. 
Shall  we  have  a  civil  rights  bill  which 
is  adequate  for  the  world  in  which  we 
live?  This  is  a  world  in  which  there  are 
devastating,  horrible  and  bloody  riots  in 
one  part  of  the  world — in  South  Africa — 
based  upon  this  issue  of  race  and  color; 
a  world  in  which  we  have  serious  ques¬ 
tions  raised  with  regard  to  law  and  order 
and  the  rights  of  peaceful  assemblage  in 
our  own  States.  This  should  impress  us 
rail  with  the  simmering  caldron  upon 
rhich  we  sit,  and  therefore  of  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  not  being  overtaken  by  events  but 
instead  of  being  ahead  of  events,  by  the 
use  of  intelligent  legislation  in  terms  of 
the  contribution  of  the  Federal  Congress. 

Mr.  l^OLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Byrd  of  wkst  Virginia  in  the  chair). 
Does  the  Senator  from  New  York  yield 
to  the  Senator 'from  Florida? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Nl  cannot.  The  Senator 
from  Minnesota  sjMr.  McCarthy]  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Itfr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me 
briefly  so  that  I  may  reply  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  'president,  I 
should  like  very  much  to  yield.  I  have 
made  commitments  to  otherNsenators. 
I  understand  the  proceedings  of  she  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  interrupted  at  2:30  thiX&fter- 
noon. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ap-\ 
preciate  that  courtesy. 
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Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Church  to  the  bill  (S.  3210) 
to  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  viz: 

1  On  page  1,  after  line  11,  insert  the  following: 

2  “Sec.  2.  Section  202  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

3  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

4  following  new  subsection: 

5  “  ‘  (f)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

6  section,  effective  with  the  calendar  year  1961,  no  part  of  any 

7  increase  in  quotas  arising  from  a  determination  made  by  the 

8  Secretary  under  section  201  in  excess  of  9,400,000  short 

9  tons,  raw  value,  which  would  otherwise  be  prorated  under 
16  the  provisions  of  subsection  (c)  (2)  (B)  shall  be  appor- 
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tioned  to  Cuba,  and  the  percentage  thereof  which  would 
otherwise  be  apportioned  to  Cuba  shall  be  apportioned  to 
domestic  producers.’ 

“Sec.  3.  Section  302  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“‘(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with 
respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideraiton 
the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar- 
cane  marketed  (or  processed)  within  the  proportionate 
share  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the 
ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  and  the 
Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests 
of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the  interests  of 
producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent 
planters,  or  sharecroppers  and  of  the  producers  in  any 
local  producing  area  whose  past  production  has  been  ad¬ 
versely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and 
uncontrollable  conditions.  To  the  extent  that  an  increased 
acreage  shall  be  allocated  to  beet  sugar  areas  by  reason  of 
the  enactment  of  the  amendment  adding  section  202  (f) 
such  increased  acreage  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary, 
insofar  as  practicable,  to  protect  the  interests  of  new  pro¬ 
ducers  and  small  producers.  For  the  purposes  of  establish¬ 
ing  proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to 
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1  encourage  wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater  diversifi- 

2  cation  of  agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conserva- 

* 

3  tion  of  soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Pico,  the  Secretary, 

4  on  application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Pico,  is 

5  hereby  authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the 

6  public  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for 

7  other  productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  produc- 

8  tion  record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Pico 

9  owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of 


10 

land  owned  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Pico.’ 

)> 

11 

On 

page  2, 

line 

1,  renumber 

“Sec. 

2.” 

to 

read 

“Sec. 

12 

4.”. 

13 

On 

page  6, 

line 

15,  renumber 

“Sec. 

3” 

to 

read 

“Sec. 

14 

5”. 

15 

On 

page  7, 

line 

19,  renumber 

“Sec. 

4  ” 

to 

read 

“Sec. 

16 

6”. 

17 

On 

page  7, 

line 

22,  renumber 

“Sec. 

5.” 

to 

read 

“Sec. 

18 

7”. 

19 

On 

page  8, 

line 

1,  renumber 

“Sec. 

6.” 

to 

read 

“Sec. 

20 

8.”. 
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Wra  CONGRESS 


Mr.  Young  of  North  Dako  »,  Mr.  l)w  >asuAK.  Mr.  M  > 


At^n  i 


86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3361 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  14*  1960 

Mr.  Ellender  (for  himself,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Long  of  Hawaii,  Mr.  Church, 
Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  Mr.  Dworshak,  Mr.  McNamara,  Mr.  Moss, 
Mr.  Allott,  and  Mr.  McGee)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was 
read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  arid  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  202(a)  (1)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

4  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  table  the  figures 

5  ‘‘1,800,000”  and  “500,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  “1,950,000”  and  “550,000”,  respectively.  Section  202 

7  (a)  (1) ,  section  202  (a)  (2) ,  and  section  202  (c)  (2)  of  such 

8  Act  are  amended  by  striking  out  the  phrase  “four  million 
four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand”  in  each  place  it  ap- 
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2 


1  pears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “four  million  six 

2  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand”. 

3  Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  204  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 

4  read  as  follows: 

5  “  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  determine 

6  whether,  in  view  of  the  current  inventories  of  sugar,  the 

7  estimated  production  from  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar 

8  beets  planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year 

9  of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other  pertinent  factors,  any  area  or 

10  country  may  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  or  proration 

11  thereof  for  such  area  or  country.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that 

12  any  area  or  country  may  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  or 

13  proration  thereof  for  such  area  or  country,  he  shall  prorate 

14  an  amount  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  other  areas 

15  and  countries  as  provided  in  the  following  paragraphs  (1) 

16  through  (9),  and,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of 

17  this  section,  he  shall  revise  accordingly  the  quotas  and  pro- 

18  rations  of  quotas  affected  by  such  proration  of  a  deficit. 

19  “  ( 1 )  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  domestic  beet  sugar 

20  area  shall  be  prorated  to  the  other  domestic  areas  on  the 

21  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect  :  Provided,  That  if  any  such 

22  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  the  unfilled  balance  of  such 

23  proration  shall  be  added  to  the  deficit  prorated  to  the  other 

24  such  areas. 

25  “(2)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  mainland  cane 
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sugar  area  shall  be  prorated  to  Hawaii,  Puerto  Pico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  if  any  such  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  the 
unfilled  balance  of  such  proration  shall  be  added  to  the  deficit 
prorated  to  the  other  such  areas. 

“  (3)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  shall  be  pro¬ 
rated  to  the  domestic  beet  sugar  area  and  the  mainland  cane 
sugar  area  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect :  Provided, 
That  if  one  such  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration,  the  un¬ 
filled  balance  of  such  proration  shall  first  be  added  to  the 
deficit  prorated  to  the  other  such  area :  And  provided  further, 
That  if  both  such  domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fill  such  deficit 
then  the  unfilled  balance  thereof  shall  be  prorated  to  Puerto 
Pico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in 
effect. 

(4)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Pico  or  the 
Virgin  Islands  shall  be  prorated  96  per  centum  to  Cuba  and 
4  per  centum  to  other  foreign  countries  for  which  quotas  or 
prorations  thereof  of  more  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  have  been  established  under  subsection  202  (c)  :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  if  either  Cuba  or  such  other  foreign  countries  as 
a  group  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  of  deficit  the  unfilled 
balance  of  such  proration  shall  he  added  to  the  deficit  pro¬ 
rated  to  the  other:  And  provided  further,  That  the  proration 
of  deficit  to  such  other  foreign  countries  shall  he  prorated 
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among  such  countries  to  the  extent  that  they  may  be  able 
to  fill  such  deficit  on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  then 
in  effect  for  such  countries. 

“(5)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1)  through  (4)  of 
this  subsection  may  result  in  an  unfilled  proration  of  a 
deficit  in  the  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  he  shall  add  such 
unfilled  balance  of  such  deficit  to  the  quota  for  Cuba  to  the 
extent  that  Cuba  may  be  able  to  fill  such  unfilled  balance. 

“(6)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  be  pro¬ 
rated  to  the  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  section  202:  Provided ,  That  if  any  such 
area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  of  deficit  the  unfilled 
balance  of  such  proration  shall  be  prorated  to  other  foreign 
countries  for  which  prorations  of  quota  of  more  than  one 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  have  been  established  under 
section  202(c)  to  the  extent  that  they  may  be  able  to  fill 
such  deficit  on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  then  in 
effect  for  such  countries. 

“  (7)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  Kepublic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  prorated  96  per  centum  to  Cuba  and 
4  per  centum  to  other  foreign  countries  for  which  quotas 
or  prorations  thereof  of  more  than  one  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  have  been  established  under  subsection  202(c), 
such  4  per  centum  to  be  prorated  among  such  foreign 
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1  countries,  to  the  extent  that  they  may  be  able  to  fill  such 

2  deficit,  on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  then  in  effect 

3  for  such  coim tries. 

4  “(8)  Any  deficit  in  any  proration  of  a  quota  to  a 

5  foreign  country  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
b  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  among  the  other  such  foreign 

7  countries  for  which  prorations  of  a  quota  of  more  than  one 

8  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  have  been  established  under 
J  ^  subsection  202(c),  on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  to 

such  countries  then  in  effect:  Provided ,  That  the  unfilled 
IT  balance  of  any  deficit  prorated  to  any  such  country  shall 
12  first  be  prorated  to  the  other  such  countries  having  prora- 
12  tions  of  more  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  under 

14  subsection  202(c)  to  the  extent  that  they  may  be  able  to 

15  fill  such  deficit,  and  any  remaining  deficit  in  the  total  pro- 

16  rations  of  quota  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  es- 

17  tablished  imder  subsection  202  (c)  shall  be  added  to  the 

18  quota  for  Cuba. 

19  “  (9)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  application 

20  of  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1)  through  (8)  of  this 

21  subsection  may  result  in  an  unfilled  portion  of  a  deficit  in 

22  the  quota  for  any  area  or  in  the  proration  of  a  quota  for  any 

23  foreign  country,  he  may  apportion  such  unfilled  portion  of 

24  a  deficit  on  such  basis  and  to  such  areas  or  countries  (whether 

S.  3361 - 2 


1  or  not  such  areas  or  countries  have  been  assigned  quotas 

2  under  section  202 )  as  he  determines  is  necessary  to  fill  such 


3  deficit.” 

4  (b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  204  of  such  Act  is  re- 

5  designated  as  subsection  “(c)”  of  section  204  and  such  sub- 

6  section  is  deleted  effective  as  of  January  1,  1961;  subsection 

7  (c)  of  section  204  of  such  Act  is  redesignated  subsection 

8  “(b)”  and  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

0  “  (b)  The  quotas  for  any  domestic  area  or  the  Republic 

16  of  the  Philippines  as  established  under  the  provisions  of 

11  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced  by  reason  of  any  determine 

12  tion  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any  calendar  year  under  the  pro- 

13  visions  of  this  section.” 

14  Sec.  3.  Section  408  of  said  Act  is  amended  to  designate 
1®  such  section  as  subsection  “(a)”;  and  to  add  a  new  sub- 

section  “(b)”  as  follows: 

1^  “(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this 

Act,  ( 1 )  upon  a  finding  by  the  President  that  it  is  necessary, 

^  in  the  national  interest,  or  to  insure  adequate  supplies  of 

^  sugar,  that  the  quota  for  any  calendar  year,  for  any  foreign 

^  country  (other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines)  should 
99 

be  reduced,  the  President — 

“  (i)  if  the  Congress  has  not  adjourned  sine  die, 
shall  immediately  notify  the  Congress  of  such  findings 

9  FT 

(setting  forth  his  reasons  therefor) ,  submit  recommenda- 
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tions  for  implementing  such  findings,  and  request  ap¬ 
propriate  congressional  action  thereon,  or, 

“(ii)  if  the  Congress  has  adjourned  sine  die,  may- 
decrease,  upon  such  finding,  any  such  quota  in  such 
amount  as  he  shall  determine  to  be  necessary.  Such 
reduction  shall  become  effective  immediately  upon  the 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  the  President’s 
proclamation  thereof; 

“  ( 2 )  For  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
cause  or  permit  to  be  imported  into  the  United  States,  in 
such  manner,  from  such  sources  and  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the  prevailing 
circumstances,  a  quantity  of  raw  sugar,  not  in  excess  of  the 
sum  of  any  reductions  in  quotas  made  pursuant  to  this  sub¬ 
section;  (3)  where  the  Secretary  determines  it  appropriate 
to  the  manner  in  which  he  exercises  such  authority,  he  shall 
take  into  consideration  acquiring  such  quantity  of  sugar 
from  the  other  countries  for  which  quotas  or  prorations 
thereof  are  provided  for  in  section  202  (c)  on  the  basis  of 
the  quotas  or  prorations  thereof  for  such  countries  then  in 
effect,  to  the  extent  such  countries  may  be  able  to  supply 
such  quantity;  and  (4)  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  raw 
sugar  is  not  reasonably  available,  he  may,  as  provided  in 
(2)  above,  cause  or  permit  to  be  imported  such  quantity 
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of  sugar  in  the  form  of  direct-consumption  sugar  as  may 
be  required.” 

Seo.  4.  Section  412  of  said  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “1960”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “1964”. 

Sec.  5.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1961” 
in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“1965”. 

Sec.  6.  The  amendments  made  hereby  to  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948  and  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
shall  become  effective  as  of  January  1,  1961,  except  that  sub¬ 
section  2(b)  and  section  3  hereof  shall  become  effective  upon 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


April  14,  1960 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session- 


S.  3361 


IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  25,  1960 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

) 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Church  to  the  bill  (S.  3361) 
to  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  viz: 

1  On  page  2,  after  line  2,  insert  the  following: 

2  “Sec.  2.  Section  202  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

3  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

4  following  new  subsection: 

5  “  ‘  (f)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

6  section,  effective  with  the  calendar  year  1961,  no  part  of  any 

7  increase  in  quotas  arising  from  a  determination  made  by  the 

8  Secretary  under  section  201  in  excess  of  9,400,000  short 

9  tons,  raw  value,  which  would  otherwise  be  prorated  under 
10  the  provisions  of  subsection  (c)  (2)  (B)  shall  be  appor- 
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tioned  to  Cuba,  and  the  percentage  thereof  which  would 
otherwise  be  apportioned  to  Cuba  shall  be  apportioned  to 
domestic  producers.’ 

“Sec.  3.  Section  302  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with 
respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideration 
the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar- 
cane  marketed  (or  processed)  within  the  proportionate 
share  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the 
ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  and  the 
Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests 
of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the  interests  of 
producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent 
planters,  or  sharecroppers  and  of  the  producers  in  any 
local  producing  area  whose  past  production  has  been  ad¬ 
versely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and 
uncontrollable  conditions.  To  the  extent  that  an  increased 
acreage  shall  be  allocated  to  beet  sugar  areas  by  reason  of 
the  enactment  of  the  amendment  adding  section  202  (f) 
such  increased  acreage  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary, 
insofar  as  practicable,  to  protect  the  interests  of  new  pro¬ 
ducers  and  small  producers.  Tor  the  purposes  of  establish¬ 
ing  proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to 
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encourage  wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater  diversifi¬ 
cation  of  agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conserva¬ 
tion  of  soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  on  application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is 
hereby  authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for 
other  productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  produc¬ 
tion  record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Rico 
owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of 
land  owned  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Rico/  ” 

On  page  2,  line  3,  renumber  “Sec.  2.”  to  read  “Sec. 
4”. 

On  page  6,  line  14,  renumber  “Sec.  3.”  to  read  “Sec. 
5”. 

On  page  8,  line  3,  renumber  “Sec.  4 to  read  “Sec. 

6/\  I 

On  page  8,  line  6,  renumber  “Sec.  5.”  to  read  “Sec. 
7”. 

On  page  8,  line  10,  renumber  “Sec.  6.”  to  read  “Sec. 

8.”. 
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RECOGNITION  OF  JURISDICTION  OF 
'ATIONAL  COURT  OF  JUS¬ 
TICE-BETTER 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  letter  to  me 
from  Angelo^®..  Cavaliere,  secretary, 
Holy  Name  SocBty,  Our  Lady  of  Peace 
Church,  BrooklyrrKN.Y.,  in  opposition  to 
repeal  of  the  Connally  amendment,  be 
printed  at  this  poincSin  the  Record  and 
appropriately  referred^ 

There  being,  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  and  ordered  to  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Holy  Name  Society 
Our  Lady  of  Peace  Church, 
Brooklyn,  N.Y.,  March  2\l960. 
Senator  Kenneth  B.  Keating, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Senator  Keating:  Whereas  un¬ 
christian  and  un-American  ideology  now  inV 
tests  our  national  bloodstream,  and  whereas' 
domestic  Communists,  fellow  travelers, 
pseudoliberals,  opportunists  and  dupes 
(some  knowingly,  some  otherwise)  have 
taken  our  Nation  far  down  the  road  to  Com¬ 
munist  enslavement,  and  whereas  aforemen¬ 
tioned  persons  have  sought  unceasingly  to 
stampede  the  United  States  of  America  into 
the  Communist  version  of  world  government, 
and  whereas  they  have  succeeded  in  engineer¬ 
ing  throwaway  after  throwaway  of  our  na¬ 
tional  sovereignty,  and  whereas  to  permit  any 
world  court,  on  which  (among  others) 
avowed  enemies  of  our  country  would  sit,  to 
decide  which  issues  involving  the  United 
States  of  America  would  come  under  its 
jurisdiction,  is  the  ultimate  folly,  and  v/ould 
in  all  likelihood  result  in  national  suicide, 

I  am  most  strongly  opposed  to  repeal  of  the 
Connally  amendment,  and  request  my  pro¬ 
test  be  read  into  the  Congressional  Record. 
Thank  you, 

A-NGelo  R.  Cavaliere. 

Secretary. 

RESOLUTION  OF  NIAGARA  FALLS 
BRANCH  OF  NATIONAL  ASSOCIA¬ 
TION  FOR  THE  ADVANCEMENT  OF 
COLORED  PEOPLE 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  resolution 
adopted  by  the  Niagara  Falls  Branch  of 
the  National  Association  for  the  Ad¬ 
vancement  of  Colored  People,  relating  tf 
the  lunch-counter  incidents  in  the  Sout 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
and  appropriately  referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Resolu¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  and  ordered  to  Re  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Resolution 
Whereas  the  United  States  of  America  is 
the  leading  country  in  the  struggle  for  de¬ 
mocracy  against  totalitarianism  in  a  world  of 
social  unrest;  and 
Whereas  acts  of  Rigotry,  disunity,  and 
flagrant  injustice  within  its  territory  are  am¬ 
plified  and  exhibited  as  proof  positive  of  de¬ 
cadence  and  unVorkability  of  a  democratic 
form  of  government  in  contributing  to  the 
edification  of/the  dignity  of  man;  and 
Whereas  the  lunch-counter  incidents  as 
occurring  in  the  southern  area  of  the  United 
States  o y  America  are  unquestionably  acts 
which  clearly  demonstrate  man’s  inhumanity 
to  man,  intolerance,  and  a  denial,  to  some, 
of  tve  rights  and  privileges  guaranteed  to 
aiRimder  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
Spates;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 


Resolved,  That  persons  and  organizations 
who  engage  or  participate  in  denying  service 
to  a  segment  of  the  population  solely  on  the 
premise  of  race,  creed,  or  national  origin  are 
guilty  of  grave  disservice  to  the  cause  of 
American  leadership  and  world  democracy; 
and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  any  law  or  ordinance 
which  permits  or  ordains  such  denials 
are  in  direct  opposition  to  the  spirit 
and  principles  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  of  America  and  should  and 
ought  to  be  declared  herewith  and  hence¬ 
forth  illegal;  and  it  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
sent  to  the  President  of  the  United  States; 
the  two  New  York  State  Senators;  the  42d 
District  Representative  in  Congress;  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  State  of  New  York;  the  national 
office  of  the  National  Association  for  the 
Advancement  of  Colored  People  and  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  the  U.S.  Congress, 
and  the  majority  leader  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  received  and  printed,  as, 
requested  by  the  Senator  from  Sout 
Carolina. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
(ere  submitted: 

Mr.  BENNETT,  from  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  without  amendment: 

H  R.  9861.  An  act  to  continue  for  a  tem-, 
porary\eriod  the  existing  suspension  of  dut 
on  certain  istle  or  Tampico  fiber  (Rept.  Wo. 
1269)  : 

By  Mr.  KENNETT,  from  the  Committee 
on  Finance,  Vith  amendments : 

H.R.  9862.  a\  act  to  continue  faf  2  years 
the  existing  suspension  of  duties/611  certain 
lathes  used  for  shoe  last  roughing  or  for 
shoe  last  finishingVRept.  NoRl270); 

By  Mr.  E A RTLETTSfr o m  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  ^Commerce,  with 
amendments : 

S.  2452.  A  bill  to  establish  a  joint  board 
and  to  permit  the  filing  oV  through  routes 
and  joint  rates  for yCarriers 'serving  Alaska, 
Hawaii,  and  the  .Other  States  (Rept.  No. 
1271). 


REPORT  ENTITLED  “IMMIGRATION 
AND  NATURALIZATION”— SUPPLE¬ 
MENTAL  VIEWS  (S.  REPT.  NO.  m2) 

Mrv/JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolii 
Mr.  ^President,  on  behalf  of  the  Senatoi 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  from 
•the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  pur¬ 
suant  to  Senate  Resolution  55,  as  amend¬ 
ed  and  extended,  I  submit  a  report  en¬ 
titled  “Immigration  and  Naturalization,” 
and  I  ask  that  the  report,  together  with 
the  supplemental  views  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  may  be 
printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Carlson  in  the  chair).  The  report  will 
be  received  and  printed,  as  requested  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 


REPORT  ENTITLED  “STUDY  OF  THE 
FEDERAL  JUDICIAL  SYSTEM”— 
SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  (S.  REPT. 
NO.  1273) 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina, 
Mr.  President,  pursuant  to  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  91,  86th  Congress,  1st  session,  as 
extended,  from  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  I  submit  a  report  entitled 
“Study  of  the  Federal  Judicial  System.” 
I  ask  that  the  report,  together  with  the 
supplemental  views  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  be  printed. 


STUDY  OF  USES  OF  GOVERNMENT 
LICENSED  MEDIA  FOR  DISSEMI¬ 
NATION  OF  POLITICAL  9PINIONS, 
ETC. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH,  fjRm  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  anR  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  reported  an  o/iginal  resolution 
(S.  Res.  305)  providing  for  a  study  of 
the  uses  of  Government  licensed  media 
for  the  dissemination  of  political  opin¬ 
ions,  news,  and  do  forth,  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  ^Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administratmn,  as  follows: 

Whereas  freedom  of  communication  is  es¬ 
sential  to  the  maintenance  of  a  democracy; 
and 

Wherpfis  Congress  has  established  a  na- 
tionalypolicy  of  fairness  and  impartiality  in 
the  r6.se  by  political  candidates  of  commu¬ 
nications  media  operating  under  Government 
Intense;  and 

Whereas  Congress  by  the  passage  of  Public 
Law  274  of  the  86th  Congress  modified  the 
“equal  time”  requirement  in  the  use  of 
broadcast  facilities  by  legally  qualified  can¬ 
didates  on  newscast  and  similar  type  pro¬ 
grams;  and 

Whereas  Public  Law  274  states  the  intent 
of  Congress  that  oversight  will  be  exercised 
over  the  Federal  Communications  Commis¬ 
sion  in  its  determination  of  questions  arising 
under  the  amendment  in  order  to  assure  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  national  policy  of  fairness 
and  impartiality:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce,  or  any  duly 
authorized  subcommittee  thereof,  is  author¬ 
ized  under  sections  134(a)  and  136  of  the 
Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946,  as 
amended,  and  in  accordance  with  its  juris¬ 
diction  specified  by  rule  XXV  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  to  examine,  investi¬ 
gate,  and  make  a  complete  study  of  any  and 
all  matters  pertaining  to — 

( 1 )  Federal  policy  on  uses  of  Government- 
licensed  media  for  the  dissemination  of  po¬ 
litical  opinions,  news,  and  advertising,  and 
the  presentation  of  political  candidates;  and 

(2)  a  review  and  examination  of  informa¬ 
tion  and  complaints  concerning  the  dissemi¬ 
nation  of  news  by  such  media. 

;c.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  resolution 
the  \ommittee,  from  February  1,  1960,  to 
January  31,  1961,  inclusive,  is  authorized  (1) 
to  make,  such  expenditures  as  it  deems  ad¬ 
visable;  08)  to  employ,  on  a  temporary  basis, 
technical,  clerical,  and  other  assistants  and 
consultants \Proricied,  That  the  minority  is 
authorized  toSselect  one  person  for  appoint¬ 
ment,  and  the  person  so  selected  shall  be  ap¬ 
pointed  and  his\ compensation  shall  be  so 
fixed  that  his  gros^  rate  shall  not  be  less  by 
more  than  $1,200  than  the  highest  gross  rate 
paid  to  any  other  employee;  and  (3)  with 
the  prior  consent  of  thk^heads  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  or  agencies  concerned,  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  to 
utilize  the  reimbursable  services,  informa¬ 
tion,  facilities,  and  personn^of  any  of  the 
departments  or  agencies  of  tlm  Government. 

Sec.  3.  The  committee  shall  reW>rt  its  find¬ 
ings,  together  with  its  recommendations  for 
legislation  as  it  deems  advisable,  tcKthe  Sen¬ 
ate  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  Hjut  not 
later  than  January  31,  1961. 

Sec.  4.  Expenses  of  the  committee,  ihjder 
this  resolution,  which  shall  not  exceed  $4" 
000,  shall  be  paid  from  the  contingent  fur 
of  the  Senate  upon  vouchers  approved  by  the\ 
chairman  of  the  committee. 
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bills  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
\  INTRODUCED 

Bills  and-joint  resolutions  were  intro¬ 
duced,  read  the  first  time,  and,  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent, \the  second  time,  and  re¬ 
ferred  as  follows; 

By  Mr.  ELLKNDER  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Holland,  A  Long  of  Hawaii,  Mr. 
Chtjech,  andVMr.  Young  of  North 
Dakota)  : 

S.  3361.  A  hill  to  amehU  and  extend  the 
provisions  of  the  Sugar  \Act  of  1948, 
amended;  to  the  Committed\on  Finance. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Eldender  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  \hich  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  MANSFIELD; 

S. 3362.  A  bill  for  the  relief  oNlCurt  E. 
Weber;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina: 

S.  3363.  A  bill  to  validate  certain  \ver- 
payments  inadvertently  made  by  the  Un\ted 
States  to  several  of  the  States  and  to  relieve 
certifying  and  disbursing  officers  from  lia) 
bility  therefrom;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Johnston  of 
South  Carolina  when  he  introduced  the 
above  bill,  which  appear  tinder  a  separate 
heading.) 

By  Mr.  SCHOEPPEL : 

S.  3364.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  Great 
American  Life  Insurance  Co.;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  CURTIS: 

S.  3365.  A  bill  to  provide  further  for  per¬ 
missible  writing  and  printing  on  third-  and 
fourth-class  mail  matter,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  DIRKSEN: 

S.  3366.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  sections  871  and  3056,  to  provide 
penalties  for  threats  against  the  successors 
to  the  Presidency  and  to  authorize  their  pro¬ 
tection  by  the  Secret  Service;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii: 

S.  3367.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Herman 
Piet  Kramer  and  Marie  Kramer;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Long  of  Hawaii 
when  he  introduced  the  above  bill,  which 
appear  under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  BENNETT: 

S.  3368.  A  bill  to  permit  a  civil  action  to 
be  brought  against  an  officer  of  the  United 
States  in  his  official  capacity,  a  person  act¬ 
ing  under  him,  or  an  agency  of  the  United 
States,  in  any  judicial  district  of  the  United 
States  where  a  plaintiff  in  the  action  re¬ 
sides;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Bennett  when  Tie 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  CAPEHART  (for  himspff  and 
Mr.  Frear)  : 

S.  3369.  A  bill  to  establish  the  /procedure 
for  the  determination  of  the  economic  justi¬ 
fication  of  certain  inland  waterway  improve¬ 
ment  projects,  and  for  o their  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Capehart  when 
he  introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  YARBOROUGH : 

S.  3370.  A  bill  1 0  amend  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  increase  the  annual 
amount  individuals  are  permitted  to  earn 
without  suffering  deductions  from  the  insur¬ 
ance  benefit^  payable  to  them  under  such 
title;  and  / 

S.  337L/A  bill  to  amend  title  I  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  the 
States /disregard  certain  income  in  deter¬ 


mining  need  for  old-age  assistance  under 
the  State  programs  established  pursuant  to 
such  title;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Yarborough  when 
he  introduced  the  above  bills,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mi-.  BIBLE: 

S.  3372.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Amaran 
Bin  Jamil;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mi-.  HARTKE: 

S.  3373.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Marcelle 
Mallah  and  Louise  Najib;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HARTKE  (for  Mr.  McNamara)  : 

S.  3374.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Ivan  Balog; 
and 

S.  3375.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Salim  David 
Sesi;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  ALLOTT  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

Murray)  : 

S.  3376.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Helium  Act  of 
March  3,  1925,  as  amended,  for  the  defense, 
security,  and  the  general  welfare  of  the 
United  States;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Allott  when  he 
itroduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  un- 
dV  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  COOPER: 

S.'8377.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  extend  the  time 
withinVhich  a  minister  may  elect  coverage 
as  a  self-employed  individual  for  soffial 
security  purposes;  to  the  Commit  test  on 
Finance. 

S.  3378.  A  ^ill  to  amend  the  act /to  pro¬ 
mote  the  education  of  the  blind, yupproved 
March  3,  1879,  as  amended,  so  as/to  author¬ 
ize  wider  distribVtion  of  books  and  other 
special  instructionSmaterials  for  the  blind, 
and  to  increase  the\appropRations  author¬ 
ized  for  this  purposeNind  JCo  otherwise  im¬ 
prove  such  act;  to  the  vbmmittee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare. 

By  Mr.  WILEY  jfio\  himself  and  Mr. 

Randolph) : 

S.J.  Res.  186.  Joint'  resolution  to  provide 
for  the  designation/ if  the  first  ^Tuesday  after 
the  first  Monday/in  November  «d  each  year 
as  “National  Vycers’  Day”;  to  thevommittee 
on  the  Judicis 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Wiley  -^hen  he 
introduced/the  above  joint  resolution\vhich 
appear  umier  a  separate  heading.) 

B/  Mr.  SALTONSTALL  (for  him^lf, 
Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Bridges,  and 
O’Mahoney)  : 

.  Res.  187.  Joint  resolution  to  provide' 
'  the  designation  of  the  month  of  Septem- 
/ er  1960,  as  “National  Wool  Month”;  to  the 
''Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Saltonstall 
when  he  introduced  the  above  joint  resolu¬ 
tion,  which  appear  under  a  separate  head¬ 
ing.) 


RESOLUTIONS 

GREETINGS  OP  THE  SENATE  ON 
70TH  ANNIVERSARY  OP  FOUND¬ 
ING  OP  PAN  AMERICAN  UNION 

Mr.  DIRKSEN  (for  himself,  Mr.  John¬ 
son  of  Texas,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Aiken,  and 
Mr.  Mansfield)  submitted  a  resolution 
(S.  Res.  304)  extending  greetings  of  the 
Senate  to  the  other  Republics  of  the 
Western  Hemisphere  on  the  70th  anni¬ 
versary  of  the  founding  of  the  Pan 
American  Union,  which  was  considered 
and  agreed  to. 

(See  the  above  resolution  printed  in 
full  when  submitted  by  Mr.  Dirksen, 
which  appears  under  a  separate  head¬ 
ing.) 


STUDY  OP  USES  OP  GO! 

LICENSES  MEDIA  FOR  DISSEMI 

TION  OF  POLITICAL  OPINIONS. 

ETC. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH,  from  th£  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  reported  an  original/resolution 
(S.  Res.  305)  providing  for  a/Study  of  the 
uses  of  Government-licensed  media  for 
the  dissemination  of  political  opinions, 
news,  etc.,  which  way  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Rules  yld  Administration. 

(See  the  above  solution  printed  in 
full  when  reported'  by  Mr.  Yarborough, 
which  appears  under  the  heading  “Re¬ 
ports  of  Committees.”) 

ADDITIONAL  COPIES  OF  HEARINGS 

ON  ORGANIZING  FOR  NATIONAL 

SECURITY 

MiyJACKSON  submitted  the  following 
resolution  (S.  Res.  306) ;  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
linistration : 

Resolved,  Tbat  there  be  printed  for  the 
use  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  one  thousand  five  hundred  additional 
copies  of  the  hearing  entitled  “Organizing  for 
National  Security,”  which  was  held  by  that 
Committee  during  the  second  session  of  the 
Eighty-sixth  Congress. 

AMENDMENT  AND  EXTENSION  OF 
SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
to  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  on 
behalf  of  myself,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  junior 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Long],  and 
the  senior  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Young],  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  bill  lie  on  the  table 
through  Wednesday,  April  20,  so  that 
Senators  who  may  desire  to  do  so  may 
join  me  in  cosponsoring  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  has  five  major 
"features.  First,  it  would  extend  the 
Sugar  Act,  which,  as  Senators  know,  is 
based  upon  a  quota  system,  for  a  period 
of  4  years. 

It  would  provide  fixed  increases  of 
50,000  tons  in  the  quota  for  the  mainland 
cane  area,  and  150,000  tons  in  the  quota 
for  the  sugar-beet  area,  in  exchange  for 
domestic  areas  waiving  all  rights  to  re¬ 
ceive  any  reallocation  of  deficits  which 
may  accrue  from  Puerto  Rico. 

It  would  rewrite  the  deficit  area  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  204(a)  of  the  act  to 
provide  that  future  Puerto  Rico  deficits 
shall  be  reallocated  to  foreign  countries. 
Further,  it  would  accomplish  minor  ad¬ 
justments  in  supplies  such  as  the  reallo¬ 
cation  of  deficits  which  may  occur  in  the 
mainland  cane  area  to  other  cane  areas, 
and  not  to  the  beet  area  and,  in  addition, 
would  simplify  language  and  eliminate 
qualifications  pertaining  to  situations 
which  are  no  longer  likely  to  exist. 

As  drafted,  our  bill  would  specify  that 
the  quota  of  any  foreign  country,  other 
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than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  can 
be  reduced  to  the  extent  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  determines  a  deficit 
to  exist.  This,  in  effect,  would  accord  to 
the  Secretary  authority  to  deal  with  any 
adverse  situation  which  might  result  in 
the  event  any  foreign  country  presently 
authorized  a  quota  under  the  act  should 
willfully  fail  to  periodically  meet  its 
quota  privileges. 

Along  these  same  lines,  Mr.  President, 
our  bill  would  provide  authority  to  cope 
with  situations  which  might  occur  in  the 
nature  of  threats  or  actual  damages  un¬ 
duly  imposed  upon  American  interests  by 
foreign  countries  presently  accorded  a 
quota  under  the  Sugar  Act. 

As  Senators  will  recall,  the  President 
originally  requested  that  he  be  given 
power  to  adjust  foreign  sugar  quotas. 
Our  bill  specifies  that  upon  appropriate 
finding  by  the  President,  and  should  the 
Congress  be  in  session,  the  President 
must  recommend  action  involving  ad¬ 
justments  in  foreign  quotas  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  However,  should  the  Congress  not 
be  in  session,  authority  is  given  to  the 
President  to  meet  emergency  situations 
by  permitting  him  to  adjust  quotas  upon 
the  publication  of  such  a  determination 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

Authority  to  supply  sugar  to  fill  any 
unfilled  portion  of  quotas  which  might 
be  adjusted  under  this  authority  is  ac¬ 
corded  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
with  the  further  provision  that  in  so 
doing,  he  must  give  consideration  to  ac¬ 
quiring  such  sugar  from  foreign  pro¬ 
ducers  who  now  supply  us  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  accord  them  equitable 
treatment. 

Senators  will  look  in  vain  in  this  bill 
for  any  language  designed  to  penalize 
the  people  of  Cuba.  This  is  not  punitive 
legislation.  Authority  is  given,  as  I  have 
indicated,  initially  to  the  Congress  or, 
should  the  Congress  not  be  in  session, 
to  the  President,  to  deal  with  any  arbi¬ 
trary  or  high-handed  actions  on  the 
part  of  foreign  governments  whose  sugar 
producers  are  accorded  a  quota  under  the 
act.  '  ’ 

I  do  not  believe  that  I  need  to  dwell 
any  further  on  this  particular  point,  ex-  ‘ 
cept  to  say  that  the  Sugar  Act  was  not 
designed  as,  or  must  be  permitted  to  be¬ 
come  a  punitive  economic  weapon,  de¬ 
signed  to  wreak  hardship  upon  peoples 
with  whom  we  have  enjoyed  friendly  re¬ 
lations  in  the  past.  By  the  same  token, 
I  do  believe  it  is  reasonable  to  include  in 
any  extension  of  the  act  realistic  emer¬ 
gency  power,  designed  to  protect  Ameri¬ 
can  interests  and  American  citizens  from 
the  wanton  ravages  of  foreign  dictators. 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  President,  the 
Sugar  Act,  prior  to  1952,  contained 
similar  emergency  authority  designed  to 
deal  with  essentially  the  same  kind  of 
contingencies  with  which  our  measure  is 
concerned.  The  amendments  we  propose 
today  involve  a  refinement  of  this  prior 
authority. 

Mr.  President,  the  Sugar  Act,  since  its 
inception  back  in  1937,  has  worked  well. 
It  has  provided  ample  supplies  of  sugar 
to  consumers  at  reasonable  prices.  Do¬ 
mestic  producers  have  been  protected 
against  wild  fluctuations  which,  prior  to 


the  enactment  of  the  present  sugar 
quota  system,  periodically  brought  ruin 
to  the  domestic  beet  and  cane  industries, 
as  well  as  to  foreign  producers. 

It  is  one  of  the  few  farm  programs 
which  has  consistently  shown  a  profit,  in 
that  benefit  payments  to  producers  have 
been  less  than  the  fund  from  which  such 
payments  are  made,  a  fund  derived 
principally  from  a  modest  tariff  on 
sugar  and  a  processing  tax.  ° 

We  suggest  a  4-year  extension  of  the 
act,  since  American  sugar  producers 
deserve,  indeed  they  urgently  need,  rela¬ 
tively  long-term  assurance  as  to  price 
and  market,  in  order  to  sufficiently  plan 
and  conduct  their  operations. 

A  similar  bill  has  been  introduced 
in  the  House  of  Representatives.  I  ex¬ 
press  the  hope  that  the  House  will  soon 
take  action  on  this  important  legislation. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
lie  on  the  table  through  Monday,  April 
20,  so  that  Senators  who  may  desire  to 
do  so  may  join  in  cosponsoring  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  refer¬ 
red;  and,  without  objection,  the  bill  will 
lie  on  the  desk,  as  requested  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana. 

The  bill  (S.  3361)  to  amend  and  extend 
the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  introduced  by  Mr.  Ellender 
(for  himself  and  other  Senators),  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  senior  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  on  the  introduction  of  his  bill.  So 
far  as  I  understand  it,  it  varies  from  the 
bill  I  introduced  on  behalf  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  only  with  respect  to  the  limita¬ 
tions  that  would  be  put  on  the  proposed 
powers  of  the  President.  This  may  be 
an  important  variation;  if  so,  it  will  cer¬ 
tainly  be  possible  to  work  it  out  by  a 
bipartisan  approach  to  this  very  impor¬ 
tant  problem,  and  we  will  be  able  to  work 
out  a  definition  of  the  powers  of  the 
President  when  the  Committee  on  Fi¬ 
nance  has  an  opportunity  to  consider  the 
two  bills.  


VALIDATION  OF  CERTAIN  OVER¬ 
PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  under  the  authority  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1941,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  was  authorized  to  pay  to  the 
local  counties  75  percent  of  the  proceeds 
derived  from  the  lease  rental  of  lands 
having  been  declared  surplus.  These 
moneys  were  paid  to  the  local  counties. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  also  paid  in¬ 
advertently  to  these  counties  75  percent 
of  the  proceeds  derived  from  the  sale  of 
certain  licenses  for  recreational  activi¬ 
ties  in  connection  with  these  same  lands. 
During  the  fiscal  years  ending  in  1954, 
1955,  and  1956  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
overpaid  to  these  counties  located  in  18 
States  a  total  of  $72,451.86. 

Since  this  overpayment  the  General 
Accounting  Office  has  directed  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  deduct  this  amount  from 
the  future  allotments  paid  to  these  coun¬ 
ties  from  the  proceeds  of  the  lease  rent¬ 


als.  Because  of  the  serious  financial 
conditions  in  these  counties  which  was, 
part  of  the  very  motive  for  the  origins 
authorization,  I  feel  that  Congress 
should  validate  these  payments. 

As  we  know,  many  thousands  of /acres 
of  land  were  taken  over,  and  thgx  land 
was  taken  off  the  tax  books. 

Mr.  President,  I,  therefore,  ihtroduce, 
for  appropriate  reference,  a/bill  which 
would  validate  these  payments  with  the 
hope  that  the  Senate  will  Jsee  fit  to  enact 
this  bill  before  Congress  adjourns. 
Otherwise,  the  Corps  df  Engineer^  will 
deduct  this  amouny  The  States  in¬ 
volved,  the  number/of  counties,  and  the 
amounts  overpaid/ are  as  follows : 

Alabama,  2  counties _  $112.50 

Arkansas,  8  counties _  16,  045.  67 

Georgia,  3  counties _  17,988.15 

Illinois,  2  counties _  1,  254.  75 

Kansas,  2  counties _  109.  87 

Louisiana,/!)  parishes _  5,  086.  12 

Massachusetts,  1  county _  502.  50 

Mississippi,  6  counties _  7,  272.  51 

Missouri,  4  counties _  2,  534.  08 

New/Oersey,  1  county _  18.  75 

OkjUhoma,  3  counties _  476.  35 

Pennsylvania,  1  county _  11.25 

outh  Carolina,  1  county _  4,  964.  31 

South  Dakota,  2  counties _  281.  25 

Texas,  6  counties _  14,  754.  38 

Vermont,  1  county _ _  1.50 

Virginia,  1  county _  914. 17 

Washington,  1  county _  123.  75 

Total _ _  72,451.86 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  3363)  to  validate  certain 
overpayments  inadvertently  made  by  the 
United  States  to  several  of  the  States 
and  to  relieve  certifying  and  disbursing 
officers  from  liability  therefrom,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Johnston  of  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title, 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

DR.  HERMAN  PIET  KRAMER  AND 
MARIE  KRAMER 

Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  President, 
I  introduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  to  facilitate  U.S.  citizenship  for  Dr. 
and  Mrs.  Herman  Piet  Kramer  of  Kalau- 
kapa,  Molokai. 

r.  Kramer  is  the  only  doctor  at  the 
Kalaupapa  settlement  and  has  been  with 
the  Ilawaii  Department  of  Health,  de¬ 
partment  of  Hansen’s  disease,  since  Sep- 
tember\957. 

From  1952  to  1955,  Dr.  Kramer,  a  Dutch 
national,  served  as  medical  superintend¬ 
ent  of  the\hospital  in  Apai,  Western 
British  Samoa.  In  1955  he  was  offered  a 
position  in  the  tnedical  service  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa,  whei;e  Dr.  Kramer  became 
chief  of  surgery. 

Gov.  Peter  T.  Coleman,  of  American 
Samoa,  has  cited  Dr.  Eyamer  for  his  work 
and  noted  that  it  contributed  to  “the 
mutual  benefit  of  the 
the  Samoan  people.” 

In  September  1960,  Dr.  Kramer  will 
have  rendered  5  continuous,  years  of 
service  under  the  American  flag,  2  of 
them  in  American  Samoa.  Under  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act'-he  is 
eligible  to  apply  for  naturalization  after 
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5  years  of  American  residence.  The  act, 
howevely  specifies  that  residence  in 
American,  Samoa  cannot  be  counted  as 
part  of  the  5-year  American  residence 
requirement^  This  bill  would  provide 
that  Dr.  Kramer's  2  years  in  American 
Samoa  would  'count  toward  American 
■  residence  and  'enable  Dr.  Kramer  to 
apply  for  naturalization  in  September 
1960. 

The  PRESIDING-,  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  received  apd  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3367)  for  tfie  relief  of  Dr. 
Herman  Piet  Kramer  and  I^rie  Kramer, 
intoduced  by  Mr.  Long  of  Hawaii,  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  'Aitle,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

CIVIL  ACTIONS  AGAINST  CERTAIN 

GOVERNMENT  OFFICERS  IN  JUI 

CIAL  DISTRICT  WHERE  PLAINTIFl 

RESIDES 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
to  permit  civil  actions  to  be  brought 
against  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
judicial  district  in  which  the  plaintiff  re¬ 
sides. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  simple.  It 
is  intended  to  make  justice  available  to 
many  who  are  now  denied  it  for  purely 
geographical  reasons.  Many  types  of 
legal  actions  must  be  brought  by  a  plain¬ 
tiff  in  Washington,  which  involves  a  con¬ 
siderable  investment  of  both  time  and 
money.  The  result  is  that  in  many  cases, 
particularly  if  the  amount  involved  is 
only  a  few  hundred  dollars,  the  plaintiff 
forfeits  his  legal  rights  rather  than  risk 
the  uncertainties  of  litigation  over  dis¬ 
tances  ranging  up  to  several  thousand 
miles. 

And  even  in  cases  where  the  amounts 
involved  may  be  larger,  the  possibility  of 
a  protracted  suit  often  discourages  the 
plaintiff  from  asserting  his  legal  rights. 
For  those  living  far  from  the  Nation’s 
Capital  this  amounts,  in  practice,  to  a 
denial  of  the  right  of  equal  protection 
under  the  law. 

This  problem  has  been  particularly 
acute  in  the  field  of  grazing  suits,  and  I 
am  cosponsor  of  a  bill  (S.  3174)  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Idaho, 
which  would  correct  the  problem  in  thg 
one  area.  The  purpose  of  the  bill  I 
introducing  today  is  to  extend  the  man¬ 
ciple  to  cover  other  types  of  suit^T  It 
would  provide  that  when  a  citizen  dis¬ 
agrees  with  the  findings  of  an  agency  of 
the  Federal  Government,  he  inay,  after 
exhausing  the  administrative  remedies 
available  to  him,  file  civik  action  with 
the  U.S.  attorney  for  the  judicial  dis¬ 
trict  in  which  he  resided 

Passage  of  this  b iU  would  help  to 
establish  stronger  safeguards  against 
capricious  or  ill-considered  exercise  of 
administrative  powers  by  Federal  agen¬ 
cies.  I  urge  its  early  enactment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  WMS.  3368)  to  permit  a  civil  ac¬ 
tion  to  he  brought  against  an  officer  of 
the  United  States  in  his  official  capacity, 
a  person  acting  under  him,  or  an  agency 


of  the  United  States,  in  any  judicial  dis¬ 
trict  of  the  United  States  where  a  plain¬ 
tiff  in  the  action  resides,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Bennett,  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

PROCEDURE  FOR  DETERMINATION 
OF  ECONOMIC  JUSTIFICATION  OF 
CERTAIN  INLAND  WATERWAY 
IMPROVEMENT  PROJECTS 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself,  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  I  introduce,  for 
appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to  establish 
the  procedure  for  the  determination  of 
the  economic  justification  of  certain  in¬ 
land  waterway  improvement  projects, 
and  for  other  pux-poses.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  brief  statement  relating 
to  the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re- 
[erred ;  and,  without  objection,  the  state- 
ignt  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
file  bill  (S.  3369)  to  establish  the  pro¬ 
cedure  for  the  determination  of  the  eco¬ 
nomics  justification  of  certain  inland 
waterway  improvement  projects,  and  foi 
other  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Capj  ‘ 
hart  (for 'himself  and  Mr.  Frear)  ,  yeas 
received,  reHfi  twice  by  its  title,  anja  re¬ 
ferred  to  thk  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce. 

The  statemenfcypresented  byJKtr.  Cape- 
hart  is  as  follows: 

The  Interstate  CImmerci^''-  Commission 
Should  Participate \in  Surveys  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  Justification  Af /Proposed  Inland 
Waterway  Improvement  Projects  De¬ 
signed  To  Aid  Navigation' 

Under  present  statutory  procedures  the 
agency  that  makes  t he  recommendation  to 
Congress  regarding/the  desirability  of  inland 
waterway  improvements  is  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers,  U.S.  Army.  \ 

There  is  no y^pecific  injunction  from  Con¬ 
gress  that  requires  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
give  due  regard  to  the  effect  of  an  improve¬ 
ment  of  ah  inland  waterway  upon  theNaa- 
tional  transportation  system.  The  corps  Mbs 
no  responsibility  for  the  development  anc 
maintenance  of  a  sound  national  transpor¬ 
tation  system.  Moreover,  its  functions  and 
its/past  experience  do  not  provide  a  basis 
IP  on  which  the  corps  could  properly  eval- 
late  the  effect  of  proposed  inland  waterway 
improvements  upon  existing  transportation 
facilities.  It  is  clear  from  a  study  of  the 
reports  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  inland 
waterway  improvement  projects  that  it 
makes  its  recommendations  without  giving 
due  consideration  to  the  effect  which  the 
improvements  would  have  either  on  compet¬ 
ing  forms  of  transportation  or  on  the  na¬ 
tional  transportation  system  as  a  whole. 

The  broad  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  place 
upon  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
the  duty  and  responsibility  for  making  the 
principal  study  and  report  concerning  the 
economic  justification  and  the  public  con¬ 
venience  and  necessity  for  the  transportation 
features  of  every  proposed  inland  waterway 
improvement  project.  The  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  is  clearly  the  logical 
agency  to  be  charged  with  this  duty  and  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

The  construction  of  a  canal  or  the  im¬ 
provement  of  an  inland  waterway  in  aid  of 
navigation  constitutes  an  addition  to  the 
transportation  facilities  of  the  Nation.  These 
waterways  form  a  part  of  our  national 
transportation  system.  The  determination 
whether  to  build  them  should  be  based  pri¬ 


marily  upon  transportation  considerations. 
At  the  very  least  their  feasibility  should  be 
considered  and  reported  upon  by  a  transpor¬ 
tation  agency. 

We  have  a  declaration  of  national  trans¬ 
portation  policy  the  avowed  objectivsr  of 
which  is  the  development,  coordination^  and 
preservation  of  a  national  transportation  sys¬ 
tem  by  water,  highway,  and  rail,  a f  well  as 
other  means,  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  commerce  of  the  United  StRtes,  of  the 
postal  service,  and  of  the  national  defense. 
The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  is 
charged  with  the  duty  of  administering  and 
enforcing  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  with 
a  view  to  carrying  out  that  declaration.  Also 
the  Interstate  Commeroe  Commission  is  al¬ 
ready  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  reg¬ 
ulating  domestic  wajrer  carriers  with  respect 
to  most  of  their  ^activities,  including  the 
issuance  of  certificates  of  convenience  and 
necessity  to  common  carriers  and  permits  to 
contract  carriers. 

Clearly,  if  the  Commission  is  to  have  con¬ 
trol  over  the  issuance  of  certificates  and  per¬ 
mits  it  should  be  the  agency  delegated  by 
Congresi/to  make  recommendations  with  re¬ 
spect  tp  the  wisdom  of  the  Government  con¬ 
struing  additional  waterways,  the  provision 
of  which  has  so  much  bearing  on  the  effective 
exercise  of  authority  over  certificates  and 
:rmits. 

The  basis  upon  which  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  generally  has  reached  its  determination 
of  whether  to  recommend  a  particular  in¬ 
land  waterway  improvement  project  is  very 
narrow  and  inadequate.  In  arriving  at  their 
recommendations,  the  Engineers  first  per¬ 
form  their  appropriate  function  as  engineers 
in  estimating  the  total  cost  to  build  the 
project.  Prom  this  they  calculate  annual 
costs,  against  which  they  balance  benefits, 
consisting  almost  wholly  of  assumed  sav¬ 
ings  in  transportation  costs  as  compared  with 
charges  over  existing  means  and  routes  of 
transportation. 

These  so-called  savings  are,  of  course,  not 
true  economic  savings  but  result  principally 
from  shifting  true  transportation  costs  from 
shippers  to  taxpayers  through  providing  the 
waterway  at  public  expense. 

The  determination  of  the  economic  impact 
upon  existing  transportation  facilities  and 
overall  economic  feasibility  of  an  inland 
waterway  project  from  a  transportation  view¬ 
point  requires  a  careful  analysis  of  rate 
structures,  traffic  generating  possibilities  and 
existing  transportation  facilities.  The  Army 
engineers  are  not  transportation  experts  and 
should  not  be  expected  to  evaluate  these 
"  ipmplex  considerations. 

,t  seems  perfectly  clear  that  a  sound  in¬ 
tegrated  national  transportation  policy  can 
never,  be  achieved  so  long  as  waterway  im- 
proveiNents  are  made  without  regard  to  their 
effect  on  the  transportation  system  as  a 
whole.  T<he  true  test  of  the  economic  jus¬ 
tification  Xor  the  improvement  of  an  in¬ 
land  waterway  should  be  the  broad  public 
interest.  By'Uiat  is  meant  that  the  determi¬ 
nation  should Niepend  upon  whether,  in  the 
event  the  improvement  were  made,  the  trans¬ 
portation  systenX  as  a  whole  would  be 
stronger  or  weaken,  and  whether  the  total 
cost  of  transportation  including  the  cost 
to  taxpayers  as  well  \s  to  shippers  would 
be  greater  or  less.  Thinnoints  to  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  having  the  recommendation  on  the 
need  of  particular  waterway  improvements 
made  by  the  agency  responsible  for  the  ef¬ 
fectuation  of  a  sound  nationartransportation 
policy  and  the  maintenance  of\£  sound  na¬ 
tional  transportation  system. 

This  bill  would  provide  that  th\  national 
transportation  policy  as  set  fortMv  in  the 
Transportation  Act  of  1940  shall  be  \  guide 
in  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  over  theycon- 
struction  of  works  and  improvements  orKthe 
inland  waterways  of  the  United  States' 
aid  of  navigation.  Under  its  provisions  m3 
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HOUSE 

1.  FORESTRY.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  10572,  to 
direct  that  the  national  forests  be  managed  under  principles  of  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield  (H.  Rept/  1551).  p.  8049 

2.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  \eported  with 
amendment  H.  R.  1051/3  permitting  Kans,  and  Nebr.  to  negotiateNmd  enter  into  a 
compact  relating  t/6  apportionment  of  the  waters  of  the  Big  21ue\River  and  its 
tributaries  as  tj*ey  affect  such  States  (H.  Rept.  1550).  p.  8049 

3.  YOUTH  CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Rep.  Johnson,  Colo.,  urged  favorable  committee  action 
at  an  early/^ate  on  S,  812,  to  establish  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps.  \>.  8037 

4.  FOREST  ROAZSS.  As  reported  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  (see  Digest  73)  H\  R. 

10495,  £ne  Federal  highway  construction  bill  for  1960,  contains  an  item  of 
$35,000,000  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  the  fiscal  year  196. 


SENATE 


\  / 

5.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  /Apr. 

22 ?  daring  adjournment)  S.  3058,  the  mutual  security  authorization  billytS.Rept. 

1286).  p.  7971 


6.  EXPORT' CONTROL.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  without/amendment 
H.  R.  10350,  to  extend  the  Export  Control  Act  of  1949  for  two  additional  years, 
until  Jude  30,  1962  (S.  Rept.  1287).  p.  7972 


7. 


PERSONNEL,  'the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  the  following 
bills:  p.  7972 

S.  2575,  with  amendment,  to  provide  a  health  benefits  program  ror  certain 
retired  employees  of  the  Government  (S.  Rept.  1288). 

H«  R.  8241,  with  amendment,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  so 
as  to  set  terms,  conditions,  and  computation  of  annuities  for  retired  Members 
of  Congress  who  are  V-eemployed  by  the  Federal  Government  (S.  Rept.  1289)  • 


8.  TREASURY-POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  By 
with  amendments  this  bills,  H.  R.  10569.  Conferee; 
8003-13 


vote  of  75  to  0,  passed 
were  appointed,  pp.  8001, 


9,  SUGAR,  Sen.  Church  submitted  an  amendment  he  intends  to  propose  to  S.  3361,  to 
extend  the  Sugar  Act.  He  explained  that  the  proposed  amendment  would  reassign 
to  our  domestic  sugar  producers  the  Cuban  quota  of  the  annual  growth  increment, 
and  that  the  "Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  be  required  to  give  to  new  and 
small  producers  a  preference  as  to  any  increased  acreage  resulting  from  this 
reassignment."  pp.  7980-1 

Sen.  Bennett  requested  that  his  name  be  added  to  the  list  of  cosponsors  of 
S.  3361,  the  Ellender  sugar  bill,  stating  that  the  provisions  of  this  bill  and 
his  own  bill,  S.  3210,  were  acceptable  to  him,  and  that  he  had  "been  given  as¬ 
surance  that  either  would  be  entirely  acceptable  to  the  men  who  must  adminis¬ 
ter  the  act  and  use  the  powers."  p.  8026 


10.  WILDERNESS  AREAS.  Sen.  Bennett  expressed  his  sWport  for  the  proposed  substi¬ 
tute  bill  by  Sens.  O'Mahonex/ and  Allott  for  S.  L123,  the  wilderness  preserva-(^ 
tion  bill,  stating  his  fea/ that  the  original  bir^  as  introduced  "would  give 
executive  branch  bureaucratic  zealots  with  a  x-jilderness  monomania  the  un¬ 
fettered  power  to  invade' and  lock  up  forever  vast  stretches  of  our  public  do¬ 


main,"  and  inserted  his  statement  discussing  the  bill\  pp.  8026-8 


11.  WATERSHED;  BUDGET.  S^n.  Allott  inserted  the  address  of  Budget  Bureau  Director 
Stans  at  the  National  Watershed  Congress  discussing  "the  relationship  of  the 
Federal  and  local/ governments  in  the  /watershed/  program,  and  the  needs  for 
proper  use  and  development  of  our  natural  resources,"  and  several  newspaper 
items  commenting  on  the  Stans  address,  pp.  8017-9 


12.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  inserted  a  "current  box  score  on Nappropria- 
tions  before  Congress  this  year,"  which  was  prepared  by’ the  Tax  Fofc^ndation, 
Inc.  pp/7 8022-3 


13.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  STOCKPILE.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  submitted  the  monthly 

of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures^ 
Federal  stockpile  inventories  under  this  Department,  GSA,  and  OCDM. 
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ie  bill  (S.  3409)  to  amend  the  Na- 
tiona^Cultural  Center  Act,  as  amended, 
to  enlarge  the  site  within  with  the  Na¬ 
tional  Cultural  Center  may  be  built,  in¬ 
troduced  Mr.  Dirksen,  was  received, 
read  twice  stoy  its  title,  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

The  memorandum  presented  by  Mr. 
Dirksen  is  as  foaows: 

The  National  Cultural  Center  Act  (ap¬ 
proved  In  September  yS58)  specifies  a  narrow 
and  somewhat  awkwardly  placed  plot  of  land 
In  the  Nation’s  Capital  on.  which  the  National 
Cultural  Center  is  to  be  built. 

Part  of  the  land  within 'Uiis  site  descrip¬ 
tion  is  already  owned  by  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  part  of  the  land  is  Held  by  private 
owners.  In  order  to  carry  out  cbe  intent  of 
the  National  Cultural  Center  Ao± — namely, 
that  the  Government  provide  thev  land  on 
which  the  building  would  be  built, Nind  the 
building  itself  would  be  paid  for  by  private 
contributions — the  Board  of  Commissioners 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  allocated  $70&S300 
of  Capper-Cramton  Act  appropriations 
the  purchase  of  the  privately  held  land  with^ 
in  the  site  described  in  the  law. 

The  board  of  trustees  and  their  architect- 
adviser  tried  to  work  out  a  design  for  facil¬ 
ities  on  this  site  but  concluded  that  real 
justice  could  not  be  done  in  this  way  to  the 
objectives  of  the  National  Cultural  Center 
Act. 

Accordingly,  in  conversations  with  Conrad 
L.  Wirth,  Director  of  the  U.S.  National  Park 
Service,  the  idea  arose  for  placing  the  Na- 
toinal  Cultural  Center  partly  on  land  within 
the  original  site  description  and  partly  on 
U.S.  Park  Service  land  in  order  that  a  park 
and  river  setting  could  be  achieved  for  the 
National  Cultural  Center. 

Incidental  to  such  a  shift  in  the  location 
of  the  building  would  be  the  relocation  of 
Rock  Creek-Potomac  Parkway  so  that  it  is 
moved  out  of  the  way  of  the  proposed  build¬ 
ing.  This  shift  of  the  parkway  necessitates 
.  the  acquisiton  of  certain  small  parcels  of  pri¬ 
vate  land  not  already  included  within  the 
original  site  description  in  the  act. 

At  the  time  this  site  shift  was  considered 
in  1959,  it  was  generally  believed  that  the 
$705,000  of  Capper-Cramton  money  would 
cover  most  of  the  cost  of  buying  the  privately 
held  land,  and  that  any  small  balance  would 
be  covered  by  funds  collected  from  fund  rais¬ 
ing.  On  this  basis  then,  the  board  of  trus¬ 
tees  approved  an  architectural  concept 
which,  in  accordance  with  the  law,  was  sub¬ 
mitted,  for  approval,  to  the  Commission  of 
Fine  Arts,  with  a  full  explanation  of  the 
change  in  plans.  The  Commission  of  Fine 
Arts  enthusiastically  endorsed  the  building 
plan,  as  did  the  National  Capital  Planning/ 
Commission  and  the  District  of  Columbi, 
Board  of  Commissioners. 

PROBLEM 

In  the  past  year,  active  work  has  beeft  pro¬ 
ceeding  in  redeveloping  the  Foggy /Bottom 
area  of  the  Nation’s  Capital.  Thisjfactor,  as 
well  as  announcement  of  plans  iovA  National 
Cultural  Center  in  this  area,  liave  caused 
land  values  to  nearly  triple,  /informal  ap¬ 
praisals  by  the  appraisers  employed  by  the 
National  Capital  Planning  Commission,  indi¬ 
cate  that  the  $705,000  oy  Capper-Cramton 
money  is  no  longer  adequate  to  complete  the 
purchase  of  the  privately  held  land. 

The  trustees  are  beginning  to  experience 
fund-raising  difficumes  because  of  inability 
to  show  that  they/have  a  clear  title  to  the 
land  on  which  the  center  is  to  be  built,  and 
no  funds  are  available  with  which  to  buy  the 
land.  Part  of/the  difficulty  is  that  prospec¬ 
tive  donors  do  not  want  to  give  to  a  project 
which  doesiiot  have  a  clear  title  to  the  land, 
and  they  liad  understood  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  wa«  providing  the  land. 


In  the  second  place,  the  National  Cultural 
Center  Act  limits  the  life  of  the  board  of 
trustees  to  5  years.  In  the  event  that  the 
National  Cultural  Center  project  fails,  all 
lands  acquired  for  this  purpose  revert  to  the 
U.S.  Government.  Hence,  prospective  donors 
are  either  refusing  to  give  in  the  face  of  this 
uncertain  situation,  or  they  are  exercising 
their  rights  under  the  section  of  the  law 
which  provides  that  they  may  designate  an 
alternative  beneficiary  for  their  donations  in 
case  the  National  Cultural  Center  project 
fails.  As  a  consequence  of  these  reservations, 
no  funds  are  available  with  which  to  buy 
land. 

The  board  of  trustees  is  not  even  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  go  to  a  bank  and  obtain  a  mortgage 
on  the  U.S. -owned  land  earmarked  for 
the  center,  because  of  the  5 -year  death 
sentence  in  the  act.  In  other  words,  no 
bank  will  give  a  mortgage  on  a  piece  of  land 
which  reverts  to  the  U.S.  Government  in 
1963. 

In  the  face  of  these  problems,  the  board 
of  trustees  authorized  its  officers  on  March 
31,  1960,  to  explore  with  the  appropriate 
Members  and  committees  of  Congress  the 
possibility  of : 

1.  Amending  the  National  Cultural  Center 
jt  in  order  to  enlarge  the  center  site  so 

that  the  structure  can  be  built  in  accordance 
with.  the  approved  plan  as  shown  in  the 
National  Capital  Planning  Commission  file> 
No.  1-8S618. 

2.  Obtaining  from  the  Congress  an 
propriatioh  of  such  funds  as  would  be/re¬ 
quired  to  secure  all  of  the  private  lands 
needed  to  bfenld  the  center  in  accQf'dance 
with  the  approved  concept. 

In  seeking  thik  appropriation,  the/ board  of 
trustees  notes  tnkt  the  expenditure  of  the 
additional  funds  may  be  considered  a  pru¬ 
dent  investment  for  the  U.S.  Government  for 
the  following  reasons\ 

1.  Purchase  of  the  phvat&y  held  land  as 
soon  as  possible  will  halj^  the  rising  value 
thereof  at  1960  prices. 

2.  Even  should  thy  National  Cultural 
Center  project  fail  by  1963,  the  land  which 
will  revert  to  the  yS.  Government  can  be 
used  for  another  Governmental  purpose,  and 
the  price  of  the  ylnd  would  have  \een  held 
to  the  1960  price 

3.  Should  the  United  States  desireNto  sell 
the  land  for/4  nongovernmental  purpose  in 
1963,  the  Government  could  profit  fromVhe 
general  rufe  on  land  values  in  the  Foggy  Bot¬ 
tom  arear and  make  the  sale  at  a  higher  pric^ 
than  tl/e  1960  purchase  price. 


REPEAL  OF  CERTAIN  LAWS  RE¬ 
LATING  TO  PURCHASE  OF  SIL¬ 
VER 

Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself,  my  colleague,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore],  and  the  Senators  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Bush  and  Mr.  Dodd]  I  intro¬ 
duce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to 
repeal  the  silver  purchase  laws. 

In  1942, 1  introduced  in  the  Senate  the 
so-called  Green  silver  bill  which,  because 
of  the  strenuous  opposition  of  the  so- 
called  silver  bloc,  failed  of  passage.  In 
1943,  however,  I  again  introduced  the 
bill  and,  after  a  long  and  hard  fight,  it 
was  enacted  into  law.  It  has  been  said 
many  times  that  this  measure  saved  the 
silver  and  jewelry  industries  of  New 
England. 

The  Silver  Purchase  Act  was  passed  in 
1934  and,  it  will  be  recalled  that  after 
the  passage  of  this  act,  the  price  of 
American  silver  continually  rose.  In  the 
opinion  of  most  unprejudiced  econo¬ 


mists,  the  silver-buying  policy  of  the 
Government  has  proved  to  be  the  most 
atrocious  example  of  special-privilege 
furthered  by  law  to  be  found  in  American 
history.  This,  together  with  the  other 
silver  laws  which  have  been  enacted  by 
the  Congress  have  fastened  ui/on  the 
United  States  Treasury  the  payment  of 
huge  subsidies  to  the  Americarr  producers 
of  silver  and  today  the  .Government 
vaults  at  West  Point  are/bulging  with 
thousands  of  tons  of  silver  for  which  the 
U.S.  Government  has  p§rfd  more  than  the 
market  price. 

This  bill  which  I/am  introducing  to¬ 
day  would  end  these  unsound  monetary 
practices.  It  wguld  end  the  support 
prices  to  prodryers  of  silver  and  permit 
a  free  and  open  market  for  silver.  It 
would  repeara  requirement  in  law  that 
the  TreasryS'  must  value  monetized  silver 
at  $1.29  an  ounce  although  its  only  real 
value  \s  the  market  price — currently 
91%  <ynts  an  ounce. 

It/nas  been  said  that  the  silver  paper 
dop,r  is  the  only  money  100  percent 
b/cked  by  the  metal  it  represents.  This 
is  meaningless.  The  value  of  the  back¬ 
ing  is  what  matters  and  this  depends  on 
the  market  price  for  silver.  An  unguar¬ 
anteed  value  of  70  cents  for  a  paper  dollar 
is  not  100  percent  backing. 

Although  the  silver  purchase  laws  were 
originally  passed  under  the  guise  of  be¬ 
ing  necessary  to  our  monetary  system, 
this  myth  has  long  since  been  exploded. 
The  production  of  silver  in  this  country 
is  largely  a  byproduct  in  the  production 
of  copper,  lead,  and  zinc.  No  one  can 
say  today  that  the  copper  producers  need 
a  higher  price  for  silver  in  order  to  oper¬ 
ate  profitably.  In  fact,  when  hearings 
were  held  in  the  last  session  of  Congress 
on  the  state  of  the  mining  industry,  the 
copper  producers  were  conspicuous  by 
their  absence. 

Recently,  a  president  of  a  silver 
mining  company  pointed  out  that  the 
policy  expressed  in  the  Silver  Purchase 
Act  of  1934  is  not  being  fulfilled.  There 
are  very  good  reasons  for  this  fact.  In 
vthe  first  place,  this  policy  would  re¬ 
lire  the  purchase  of  1.6  billion  ounces 
of\silver  from  foreign  sources.  In  the 
second  place,  there  is  not  that  much 
silvena variable  at  any  price.  Finally,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  to  carry 
out  this\policy  only  when  he  deems  it 
reasonable  and  most  advantageous  to 
the  public  interest.  This  silver  would  be 
paid  for  in  gold  and  would  result  in  a 
drain  on  our  goM  reserves  of  probably  $2 
million.  It  woui<J  disrupt  the  subsidiary 
coinage  system  ol  every  nation  in  the 
world  which  uses  sHver.  It  is  pertinent 
to  point  out  that  ahy  increase  in  the 
price  of  silver  broughtNabout  by  govern¬ 
mental  action  would  r6§ult  in  a  profit 
going  largely  to  foreign  producers. 

There  has  been  a  great\deal  of  talk 
in  the  last  year  about  consumption  of 
silver  far  surpassing  production.  The 
figures  which  are  given  to  supp.ort  this 
assumption  are  tailored  to  suit  the  par¬ 
ticular  case.  If  the  producers  of 'silver 
believe  their  own  contentions,  they 
should  Join  forces  with  those  behind  this 
bill  and  quickly  repeal  the  silver  pur* 
chase  laws. 
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Ih  this  session  of  the  Congress  I  trust 
that\the  Senate  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency,  to  which  this  bill  should 
be  referred,  will  hold  healings  on  the 
measure  so  that  the  views  of  all  con¬ 
cerned— -especially  those  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration—  9an  be  publicly  heard,  and  so 
that  after\such  hearings,  the  bill  will  be 
reported  fcp  the  Senate  for  further 
action. 

The  PRE£ 
bill  will  be  ri 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  '3410)  to  repeal  certain 
legislation  relating  to  the  purchase  of 
silver,  and  for  othW  purposes,  introduced 
by  Mr.  Green  (forihimself,  Mr.  Pastore, 
Mr.  Bush,  and  Mr. 'Dodd)  ,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title\  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 


DENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Reived  and  appropriately 


ADMISSIONS  AND  CONFESSIONS  IN 
CRIMINAL  PROCEEDINGS 


s  again,  having  been  indicted  in  Phila- 
felphia  on  another  rape  charge. 

The  Supreme  Court’s  decision  was  based 
on  a  technicality — that  too  much  time  (7  /2 


hours)  had  elapsed  between  Mallory’s  arrest 
and  his  arraignment  before  a  Judge.  It  Was 
not  based  on  any  assumption  that  he  was 
not  guilty,  or  on  any  finding  that  his  /Con¬ 
fession  had  been  extorted  by  third-degree 
methods.  It  was  based  on  a  technicality  pure 
and  simple. 

The  evil  of  this,  as  we  said  at  the  time. 
Is  that  it  ignored  the  right  of  the  public  to 
be  protected  against  such  characters  as  An¬ 
drew  Mallory.  This  public  right  was  sub¬ 
ordinated  to  a  technical  point  /of  law.  And 
now,  3  years  later,  another  woman  has  been 
subjected  to  the  same  ordeal.  This  time, 
however,  if  the  evidence  supports  the  in¬ 
dictment,  Mallory  may  iW  taken  out  of 
circulation.  For  the  so-called  Mallory  rule 
laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  will  not  be 
applicable  to  his  trial  id  Philadelphia. 

If  so,  there  will  be  a  long-overdue  happy 
ending  to  the  Mallory  .case.  But  the  Mallory 
rule  will  still  be  in  force  in  Washington,  and 
the  need  for  congressional  modification  of  it 
will  still  exist.  Perhaps  this  latest  outrage 
will  help  to  that  /nd. 


AMENDMENT  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF 
1948,  AS  AMENDED 


Mi’.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  until  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  the  MalloryVase  and  its 
predecessor,  the  McNabb  case,  it  was 
universally  recognized,  both  in.  the  Fed¬ 
eral  courts  and  in  the  State  courts  of  the 
Nation,  that  the  best  evidenceXpf  guilt 
was  the  voluntary  confession  \>f  the 
accused. 

In  the  Mallory  case,  and  its  predeces¬ 
sor  case,  the  McNabb  case,  howeveA  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
abolished  this  wise  and  salutary  ruleVf 
evidence,  so  far  as  the  Federal  cour 
were  concerned,  by  subverting  a  statute 
relating  to  the  duty  of  an  arresting  officer,) 
into  a  rule  of  evidence  in  violation, 
maintain,  of  the  intent  of  Congress. 

As  a  result  of  the  decision,  many  per¬ 
sons  of  undoubted  guilt  have  been/set 
free.  One  of  the  most  notorious  of  /hem 
was  Andrew  Mallory. 

Some  of  us  believe  that  enough  has 
been  done  for  those  who  murder  and 
rape  and  rob,  and  that  it  is  time  to  do 
something  for  those  who  do  not  wish  to 
be  murdered  or  raped  or  robjoed. 

For  this  reason,  on  behalf  pf  the  senior 
Senator  from  Virginia  [M jf.  Byrd],  the 
senior  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan],  the  senior  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  JohnstoiA  and  myself,  I 
introduce  a  bill  to  ma/e  voluntary  ad¬ 
missions  and  confessions  admissible  in 
criminal  proceedings  And  prosecutions  in 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia 

Mr.  President,  i  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point,  as  a  part/of  my  remarks,  an  edi¬ 
torial  on  this  ^ubject  which  appeared  in 
the  Washington  Evening  Star  of  April 
24,  1960. 

There  behig  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows 

[From  tl>4  Washington  Evening  Star,  Apr. 
24,  1960] 

New  Mallory  Victim 

A  Supreme  Court  decision  3  years  ago 
resulted  in  the  release  in  Washington  of 
rew  Mallory,  a  convicted  and  unquestion- 
guilty  rapist.  Now  Mallory  is  behind 


Mr.  ERVIN./  I  send  forward  the  bill 
in  question  a,hd  ask  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  and  that  it  be 
appropriately  referred. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  ,,be  received  and  appropriately 
referred/  and,  without  objection,  the  bill 
will  be /printed  in  the  Record. 

The/bill  (S.  3411)  to  make  voluntary 
admissions  and  confessions  admissible 
in  priminal  proceedings  and  prosecu¬ 
tions  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia,  introduced 
Mr.  Ervin  (for  himself  and  other 
Senators),  was  received,  read  twice  by 
’  its  title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
^the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
iepresentatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  rule  5  of  the  Rules 
of  Criminal  Procedure  for  the  United  States 
District  Courts  or  any  other  rule  or  statute 
of  likis  purport,  a  voluntary  admission  or  a 
voluntary  confession  of  an  accured  shall 
be  admissible  against  him  in  any  criminal 
proceeding  or  prosecution  in  the  Courts  of 
the  United  States  or  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  apd.  the  finding  of  the  trial  court 
in  respect  w  the  voluntariness  of  the  admis¬ 
sion  or  concession  shall  be  binding  upon 
any  reviewing,  court  in  the  event  it  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  substantial  evidence. 


AMENDMENT  OF  MUTUAL  SECURITY 
ACT  OF  1954— AMENDMENTS 


Mi’.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  submit  an  amendment  to 
the  mutual  securityYbill,  S.  3058,  which 
I  ask  to  have  printed  and  lie  on  the 
table. 


The  purpose  of  the  'amendment  is  to 
amend  section  502(b)  oi\the  Mutual  Se¬ 
curity  Act  for  the  purpose  of  requiring 
an  accounting  of  expenditures  of  coun¬ 
terpart  funds  on  the  part  o\  Members  of 
Congress. 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  arid  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  AIKEN  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams  of  Delaware)  submitted  amend¬ 
ments,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  them, 
jointly,  to  Senate  bill  3058,  supra,  which 
were  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed. 


Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit,  with  the  request  that  it  be  printed, 
an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  me  to  the  bill — S.  3361 — to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended. 

The  amendment  I  submit  today  is 
identical  to  the  one  I  introduced  to  an 
earlier  sugar  act  extension  bill,  S.  3210. 
On  March  30, 1  made  a  statement  of  my 
reasons  for  so  doing. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  por¬ 
tion  of  my  remarks  on  March  30,  1960, 
be  reprinted  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

An  efficient  domestic  and  mainland  sugar 
industry  must  be  maintained  if  a  reasonable 
degree  of  national  self-sufficiency  is  to  be 
provided.  Our  sugar  program  assures  the 
American  consumers  an  adequate  supply  of 
sugar  at  reasonable  prices,  maintains  and 
protects  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar 
industry,  and  promotes  the  export  trade  of 
the  United  States. 

This  program  cannot  be  permitted  to 
come  to  an  end,  and  it  must  not  be  tam¬ 
pered  with  indiscriminately. 

But,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  a  prin¬ 
ciple  long  incorporated  in  the  act  could  well 
be  extended.  This  is  the  principle  that  new 
and  small  producers  ought  to  receive  special 
consideration. 

After  World  War  II,  returning  veterans 
and  others  who  then  established  themselves 
on  homesteads  and  other  farms  without  beet 
acreage  allotments,  have  sought  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  this  program.  The  act  directs  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  give  a  preference 
to  this  type  of  grower;  but,  as  a  practical 
matter,  the  amounts  available  have  been  too 
small  to  be  useful. 

Yet  sugar  is  a  most  attractive  cash  crop, 
and  without  it  the  new  farmers  are  at  a  great 
disadvantage  in  their  communities. 

Sugar  beets  return  what  they  take  from 
the  soil.  They  promote  soil  equilibrium, 
when  grown  in  rotation  with  hay,  grains, 
and  legumes.  A  ton  per  acre  of  their  ex¬ 
tensive  root  systems  is  left  in  the  soil,  to 
rebuild  it. 

The  byproducts  of  beet  sugar — tops,  mo¬ 
lasses,  and  pulp— provide  a  rich  and  neces¬ 
sary  source  of  supplement  feed  for  livestock. 
Proper  feed  of  these  byproducts  will  produce 
300  pounds  of  meat  for  each  acre  of  beets. 

If  the  new  farmers  could  be  helped,  with¬ 
out  doing  violence  to  the  traditional  beet 
planting  patterns,  it  would  be  a  good  thing 
for  Idaho  and  other  beet  areas. 

I  think  this  can  be  done.  That  is  the 
purpose  of  an  amendment  which  I  intend 
to  offer  to  S.  3210,  and  which  I  send  to  the 
desk,  with  the  request  that  it  be  printed. 

At  the  present  time,  there  is  consumed 
in  the  United  States,  each  year,  about  150,000 
tons  more  sugar  than  that  consumed  in 
the  preceding  year.  This  growth,  which  re¬ 
sults  from  the  increase  in  our  population, 
and  also  from  a  growth  in  the  per  capita 
rate  of  sugar  consumption,  is  now  allocated 
between  our  domestic  producers,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  Cuba  and  other  foreign  producers, 
on  the  other,  in  the  ratio  of  55  to  45.  Cuba’s 
share  of  this  growth  is  about  30  percent  of 
the  total;  and  the  other  foreign  countries, 
except  the  Philippines,  have  about  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total.  The  Philippines  have  a 
fixed  annual  quota,  and  that  country  does 
not  share  in  additional  allocations  arising 
from  the  growth  in  our  market. 

My  amendment  would  reassign  to  our  do¬ 
mestic  producers  the  Cuban  quota  <5f  the 
annual  growth  increment.  £ 


a 


1960 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


79S1 


Under  the  Sugar  Act,  the  domestic  beet 
sugar  areas  are  allocated  about  40  percent 
of  new  domestic  quotas.  Forty  percent  of 
the  amount  reassigned  from  Cuba  would 
furnish  increased  acreage  in  significant  pro¬ 
portions.  Under  the  second  part  of  my 
amendment,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  be  required  to  give  to  new  and  small 
producers  a  preference  as  to  any  increased 
acreage  resulting  from  this  reassignment. 

Thus,  on  a  progressive  basis,  each  year 
more  acreage  would  be  available  to  help 
these  new  and  small  growers.  They  have 
had  a  preference  in  the  past;  but,  as  I  have 
pointed  out,  the  added  acreage  has  been  too 
small  to  be  of  help  to  them. 

I  think  it  eminently  fair  that  the  part  of 
the  new  acreage  which,  under  my  amend¬ 
ment,  would  be  reassigned  from  Cuba, 
should  be  subject  to  this  preference  for  new 
and  small  producers.  This  would  take  a 
sound  and  constructive  step  to  meet  the 
need  of  this  particular  group,  without  dis¬ 
turbing  the  balance  of  the  Sugar  Act’s  op¬ 
eration  or  violating  its  spirit. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  appropriately  referred. 

The  amendment  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARINGS  ON  CERTAIN 
BILLS  BY  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
HOUSING  OF  COMMITTEE  ON 
BANKRUPTCY  AND  CURRENCY 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Housing  of  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency,  I  announce  that  public 
hearings  will  begin  on  May  9,  1960,  dur¬ 
ing  which  the  subcommittee  will  con¬ 
sider  S.  467,  S.  914,  S.  1342,  S.  1680, 
S.  1955,  S.  2911,  S.  2912,  S.  2950,  S.  3042, 
S.  3148,  S.  3226,  S.  3276,  S.  3278,  S.  3282, 
S.  3291,  S.  3292,  S.  3379,  and  other  bills 
which  may  be  referred  to  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  between  now  and  May  9.  The 
hearings  will  be  held  in  room  5302,  New 
Senate  Office  Building.  Persons  wish¬ 
ing  to  appear  before  the  subcommittee 
should  communicate  with  Mr.  James  B. 
Cash,  Jr.,  staff  director,  Subcommittee 
on  Housing,  room  5228,  New  Senate  Of¬ 
fice  Building,  Washington  25,  D.C. — 
telephone  number,  Capitol  4-3121,  ex¬ 
tension  6348 — on  or  before  May  4,  1960. 

NOTICE  CONCERNING  NOMINATIC 
OF  FRANCIS  ADAMS  CHERRY/TO 
BE  MEMBER  OF  SUBVERSIVE  AC¬ 
TIVITIES  CONTROL  BOARD, 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
following  nomination  has  been,  referred 
to  and  is  now  pending  befjjte  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary: 

Francis  Adams  CherN,  of  Arkansas, 
to  be  member  of  Subversive  Activities 
Control  Board,  for  y  term  of  5  years, 
expiring  March  4,  IIS 6 5 — reappointment. 

On  behalf  of  tkfe  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  noticoMs  .hereby  given  to  all 
persons  interested  in  this  nomination  to 
file  with  the /committee,  in  writing,  on 
or  before  Mjmday,  May  2,  1960,  any  rep¬ 
resentation  or  objections  they  may  wish 
to  present  concerning  the  above  nomi- 
nationV  with  a  further  statement 
whether  it  is  their  intention  to  appear 
at  any  hearing  which  may  be  scheduled. 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTICLES, 

ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE  APPENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BARTLETT: 

Statement  by  him  relating  to  the  bill  (S. 
3005)  to  amend  the  act  of  March  3,  1933  (47 
Stat.  1426),  relating  to  the  length  of  time 
by  which  the  Federal  Maritime  Board  may 
suspend  tariff  schedules,  and  quoting  letter 
written  by  the  Administrator,  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  dated  April  13,  1960,  to 
the  chairman,  of  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce,  of  the  Senate, 
relating  to  the  aforementioned  bill. 

Statement  of  Russell  E.  Garrett,  chairman 
of  the  Movers  Committee  for  Equitable  Dis¬ 
tribution  of  Government  Traffic,  relating  to 
the  distribution  of  business  to  movers  of 
household  goods. 

By  *Mr.  /YARBOROUGH : 

Editorial  entitled  “Request  by  Interior 
Secretary  Boosts  Padre  Island  Park  Hopes,” 
published  in  the  Houston  (Tex.)  Post  of 
Aprif\19,  I960;  and  editorial  entitled  “One 
More  Murdle  Cleared  by  Padre  Park  Pro¬ 
posal,”  \nublished  in  the  Corpus  Christi 
(Tex.)  ca«er  of  April  20,  1960. 

By  Mr.  CLARK : 

Article  entitled  “College  Loyalty  Oatl 
published  in  t^ie  April  1960  issue  of  Coronet 
magazine.  \ 

Poem  entitledVLaments  for  a  Dyipg  Lan- 
guange,”  written  by  Odgen  Nash. 

By  Mr.  BUS] 

Article  entitled  “liberals’  Statfd  Fattens 
Banks,  Hurts  Housing.  Credit  Jr  written  by 
Harold  B.  Dorsey,  anti  published  in  the 
Washington  Post  of  April\25/T960. 

By  Mr.  ROBERTSON 

Article  entitled  “Histor/btf  Lebanon  Bap¬ 
tist  Church,  Lancaster  County,  Va.,”  written 
by  Robert  O.  Norris,  3y,  former  member  of 
the  Virginia  Senate  and  published  in 
Northern  Neck  of  Virginia  Historical  Maga¬ 
zine  for  December yl959. 

By  Mr.  FONG: 

Article  entitl^Q  “International  College  and 
Study  CenterMaking  Headway  in  Hawaii  for 
Racial  and  yEast-West  Accord,”  writtenyby 
Thomas  Njbkerson,  and  published  in  tie 
Christian /Science  Monitor  of  March  12  196( 

B/Mr.  HRUSKA : 

Artiofe  on  “Arbor  Day,”  written  by  Mrs. 
Hedd/  Piskac  Kohl,  and  published  in  the 
April  i960  issue  of  the  Fraternal  Herald. 

/  By  Mr .  KEFAUVER : 
r  Sundry  articles  commenting  on  drug  price 
investigations,  which  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix. 

By  Mr.  FULBRIGHT: 

Press  release  issued  by  Seventh  National 
Watershed  Congress  regarding  Six  Mile  Creek 
watershed  project  in  Logan  and  Franklin 
County,  Ark.,  soil  conservation  districts. 

By  Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota: 

Letter  addressed  to  the  Honorable  Fred  A. 
Seaton,  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  written  by 
the  President,  National  Coal  Policy  Con¬ 
ference,  Inc.,  Washington,  D.C.,  relating  to 
the  problems  of  administration  in  the  resid¬ 
ual  oil  importation  program. 

By  Mr.  RANDOLPH: 

Speech  delivered  April  24,  1960,  at  dedica¬ 
tion  services  for  the  new  post  home  of  Sum¬ 
mers  County  Post  No.  4500,  Veterans  of 
Foreign  Wars  of  the  United  States,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  Department,  at  Hinton,  W.  Va. 


DEMOCRATIC  PRESIDENTIAL 
CANDIDATES 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  last 
Thursday,  three  of  our  distinguished  col¬ 
leagues — three  outstanding  candidates 
for  the  Democratic  nomination  for  the 


Presidency — addressed  the  American  Sc 
ciety  of  Newspaper  Editors. 

The  three  statements  which  were/ de¬ 
livered  are  very  revealing.  The)/  tell 
much  of  the  caliber  of  the  men  wh&  made 
them.  To  Americans,  generally,  these 
statements  should  be  a  source /if  reassur¬ 
ance,  for,  if  these  men  or  their  equals  are 
elected,  we  can  be  sure  tluft  the  Nation 
will  be  in  the  hands  of  strong,  able,  and 
intelligent  men.  To  Democrats,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  these  statements  are  indicators  of 
the  great  wealth  of  phe  Presidential  po¬ 
tential  within  our  party.  Senator  Ken¬ 
nedy,  Senator  S^ington,  and  Senator 
Humphrey,  as  do  our  other  candidates, 
possess  a  great-depth  of  sincerity,  as  well 
as  a  capacitw/o  analyze  and  the  courage 
to  face  public  issues  as  they  arise. 
These  are  .characteristics  which  are  des¬ 
perately/needed  in  the  next  President; 
and  we'  are  fortunate  that  the  Demo¬ 
cratic/ Party  has  candidates  in  these 
three  Senators  and  in  others  who  possess 
these  characteristics  in  such  ample  meas- 
re. 

The  statements  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  suggest  to  me  that  we  Democrats 
cannot  be  beaten  by  any  Republican  in 
the  coming  presidential  election,  but 
that  we  can  beat  ourselves.  If  we  are 
rejected  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  in  November,  it  will  be  because 
we  have,  first,  rejected  our  party  respon¬ 
sibility  to  clarify  and  unite  on  the  great 
issues  of  public  policy  and  performance. 
It  will  be  because  we  have  rejected  this 
responsibility  in  a  synthetic  struggle 
over  such  extraneous  matters  as  reli¬ 
gion,  sectional  origins,  and  television 
personality  ratings.  We  shall  have  for¬ 
gotten  that  in  choosing  a  Democratic 
candidate,  we  are  not  choosing  a  minis¬ 
ter,  priest,  or  rabbi  of  a  church,  or  a  di¬ 
rector  of  a  historical  society  dedicated 
to  keeping  alive  the  memory  of  the  War 
Between  the  States,  or  a  matinee  idol, 
but  the  potential  President  of  all  parts 
and  all  the  people  of  this  Nation. 

Senator  Humphrey  and  Senator  Ken- 
'edy  have  been  drawn,  inadvertently,  in- 
one  of  these  extraneous  matters — that 
ofvreligion.  It  was  not  the  doing  of 
either  man.  Yet  both  of  them  have  suf- 
ferea\from  the  arrows  of  misguided  re- 
ligiousXnassion  and  slime-coated  preju¬ 
dice  whhdi  have  been  let  loose  in  the  past 
few  weeks 

I  do  not  know  of  any  two  men  in  pub¬ 
lic  life  with  aunore  accurate  comprehen¬ 
sion  of  the  essentials  of  our  free  society 
that  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
and  the  SenatorVrom  Minnesota.  I  do 
not  know  of  any  two  men  with  a  greater 
dedication  to  the  twin  rocks  of  religious 
freedom  and  separation  of  church  and 
state,  upon  which  thik  free  society  so 
heavily  rests.  That  is  Vhy  I  have  de¬ 
plored  the  injection  by  qthers  of  this 
spurious  issue  between  them  in  Wiscon¬ 
sin  and  West  Virginia.  That  is  why  I 
welcome  the  statements  whjch  they 
made  last  Thursday  before  the  American 
Society  of  Newspaper  Editors.  \ 

These  statements  set  the  record 
straight  on  the  matter  of  religion',,  as 
between  them ;  and  I  hope  that,  through 
the  editors,  they  will  thereby  have  set  it 
straight  for  the  rest  of  the  Nation.  I 
hope  that,  with  these  statements,  they 
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will  .have  spoken  for  the  last  time  on 
this  matter.  Prom  now  on,  let  the  prej- 
udicedNexplain  their  prejudices,  if  they 
will.  The  unprejudiced  do  not  have  to 
discuss  their  lack  of  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  three  statements  previ¬ 
ously  referred  to,  as  they  appeared  in 
the  New  York  Times  on  April  22,  1960, 
be  printed  at  thw  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  nonobjection,  the  state¬ 
ments  were  ordered 'to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  \ 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times,  Apr.  22,  1960] 
Texts  or  Speeches  by  Kennedy,  Symington-, 
and  Humphrey  at  Editors’XConvention — 
Humphrey  Joins  With  Kennedy  in  De¬ 
ploring  Injection  op  Religious.  Issue  Into 
Politics  \ 

SENATOR  KENNEDY  \ 

I  have  decided,  in  view  of  current,  press 
reports,  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to 
speak  with  you  today  about  what  has  widely 
been  called  “the  religious  issue”  in  Ameri¬ 
can  politics.  \ 

The  phrase  covers  a  multitude  of  mean¬ 
ings.  There  is  no  religious  issue  in  the  sense 
that  any  of  the  major  candidates  differ  on 
the  role  of  religion  in  our  political  life. 
Every  presidential  contender,  I  am  certain,  is 
dedicated  to  the  separation  of  church  and 
state,  to  the  preservation  of  religious  lib¬ 
erty,  to  an  end  to  religious  bigotry,  and  to 
the  total  independence  of  the  officeholder 
from  any  form  of  ecclesiastical  dictation. 

Nor  is  there  any  real  issue  in  the  sense 
that  any  candidate  is  exploiting  his  religious 
affiliation.  No  one’s  candidacy,  by  itself, 
raises  a  religious  issue.  And  I  believe  it  is 
inaccurate  to  state  that  my  “candidacy  cre¬ 
ated  the  issue.” 

Nor  am  I  appealing,  as  is  too  often  claimed, 
to  a  so-called  Catholic  vote.  Even  if  such  a 
vote  exists — which  I  doubt — I  want  to  make 
one  thing  clear  again:  I  want  no  votes  solely 
on  account  of  my  religion.  Any  voter,  Cath¬ 
olic  or  otherwise,  who  feels  another  candi¬ 
date  would  be  a  superior  President  should 
support  that  candidate.  I  do  not  want  any 
vote  cast  for  me  for  such  illogical  and  irrele¬ 
vant  reasons. 

Neither  do  I  want  anyone  to  support  my 
candidacy  merely  to  prove  that  this  Nation 
is  not  bigoted — and  that  a  Catholic  can  be 
elected  President.  I  have  never  suggested 
that  those  opposed  to  me  are  thereby  anti- 
Catholic.  There  are  ample  legitimate 
grounds  for  supporting  other  candidates 
(though  I  will  not,  of  course,  detail  them 
here) . 

Nor  have  I  ever  suggested  that  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party  is  required  to  nominate  me  or 
face  a  Catholic  revolt  in  November.  I  do 
not  believe  that  to  be  true — I  cannot  believe 
our  convention  would  act  on  such  a  prem-. 
ise — and  I  do  believe  that  a  majority  of 
Americans  of  every  faith  will  support  the 
Democratic  nominee,  whoever  he  is.  / 
What  is  the  issue?  / 
What,  then,  is  the  so-called  religions  issue 
in  American  politics  today?  It  if  not,  it 
seems  to  me,  my  actual  religious  convic¬ 
tions — but  a  misunderstanding  of/vhat  those 
convictions  actually  are.  / 

I  know  the  press  did  not  preate  this  re¬ 
ligious  issue.  My  religious /affiliation  is  a 
fact — religious  intolerance  As  a  fact.  And 
the  proper  role  of  the  prpfes  is  to  report  all 
facts  that  are  a  matter  of  public  interest. 

But  the  press  has  a  responsibility,  I  think 
you  will  agree,  which /goes  far  beyond  a  re¬ 
porting  of  the  facts/  It  goes  beyond  lofty 
editorials  deploring/intolerance.  For  my  re¬ 
ligion  is  hardly,  ia  this  critical  year  of  1960, 
the  dominant  issue  of  our  time. 

The  members  of  the  press  should  report 
the  facts  as  they  And  them.  But  they  should 


beware,  it  seems  to  me,  of  either  magnifying 
this  issue  or  oversimplifying  it. 

I  spoke  in  Wisconsin,  for  example,  on  farm 
legislation,  foreign  policy,  defense,  civil 
rights,  and  several  dozen  other  issues.  But 
I  rarely  found  them  reported  in  the  press, 
except  when  they  were  occasionally  sand¬ 
wiched  in  between  descriptions  of  my  hand¬ 
shaking,  my  theme  song,  family,  haircut,  and, 
inevitably,  my  religion. 

At  almost  every  stop  in  Wisconsin  I  invited 
questions,  and  the  questions  came — on  price 
supports,  labor  unions,  disengagement,  taxes, 
and  inflation.  But  these  sessions  were  rarely 
reported  in  the  press  except  when  one  topic 
was  discussed:  religion. 

One  article,  in  a  news  magazine,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  supposedly  summing  the  primary  up 
in  advance,  mentioned  the  word  Catholic  20 
times  in  15  paragraphs,  not  mentioning  even 
once  dairy  farms,  disarmament,  labor  legis¬ 
lation,  or  any  other  issue.  And  on  the  Sun¬ 
day  before  the  primary,  the  Milwaukee  Jour¬ 
nal  featured  a  map  of  the  State,  listing* 
county  by  county  the  relative  strength  of 
three  types  of  voters — Democrats,  Republi¬ 
cans,  and  Catholics. 

Problems  are  stressed 

\  Now  we  are  in  West  Virginia.  As  reported 
th  today’s  Washington  Post,  the  great  bulk 
of 'West  Virginians  paid  very  little  attention 
to  nw  religion,  until  they  read  repeatedly  in  - 
the  Nation’s  press  that  this  was  the  de- / 
cisive  issue  in  West  Virginia.  There  are  man y 
serious  Npblems  in  that  State,  problems  htg 
enough  to\dominate  any  campaign,  but/Te- 
ligion  is  notsone  of  them.  / 

I  do  not  think  that  religion  is  the  decisive 
issue  in  any  State.  I  do  not  think  it/ should 
be,  and  recognizing  my  own  responsibilities 
in  that  regard,  l\m  hopeful  that  you  will 
recognize  yours  alsb.  / 

For  the  past  month  and  yearn  I  have  an¬ 
swered  almost  daily  inquiries  from  the  press 
about  the  religious  issW.  A.  want  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  turiAtfie  tables,  and  to 
raise  some  questions  foiAyour  thoughtful 
consideration.  /  \ 

First,  is  the  religions  issuK  a  legislative 
issue  in  this  campaign?  \ 

There  is  only  one/legitimate  question  un¬ 
derlying  all  the  rest:  Would  you\as  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  be  responsive  in 
any  way  to  ecc/esiastical  pressures  or  obli¬ 
gations  of  any/kind  that  might  in  any 'fash¬ 
ion  influence/or  interfere  with  your  conduct 
of  that  office  in  the  national  interest? \l 
have  answered  that  question  many  timesi. 
My  answer  was,  and  is,  “No.”  ' 

Once /that  question  is  answered,  there  is 
no  legitimate  issue  of  my  religion,  but  there 
are,  L  think,  legitimate  questions  of  public 
pohcy,  of  concern  to  religious  groups  which 
nc/one  should  feel  bigoted  about  raising,  and 
to  which  I  do  not  object  answering.  But  I 
'do  object  to  being  the  only  candidate  re¬ 
quired  to  answer  those  questions. 

Federal  assistance  to  parochial  schools, 
for  example,  is  a  very  legitimate  issue  actu¬ 
ally  before  the  Congress.  I  am  opposed  to  it. 

I  believe  it  is  clearly  unconstitutional.  I 
voted  against  it  on  the  Senate  floor  this  year, 
when  offered  by  Senator  Morse.  But  inter¬ 
estingly  enough,  I  was  the  only  announced 
candidate  in  the  Senate  who  did  so.  Never¬ 
theless  I  have  not  yet  charged  my  opponents 
with  taking  orders  from  Rome. 

The  envoy  issue 

An  Ambassador  to  the  Vatican  could  con¬ 
ceivably  become  a  real  issue  again.  I  am 
opposed  to  it,  and  said  so  long  ago.  But 
even  though  it  was  last  proposed  by  a  Bap¬ 
tist  President,  I  know  of  no  other  candidate 
who  has  been  even  asked  about  this  matter. 

The  prospects  of  any  President  ever  receiv¬ 
ing  for  his  signature  a  bill  providing  for¬ 
eign-aid  funds  for  birth  control  are  very  re¬ 
mote  indeed.  It  is  hardly  the  major  issue 
some  have  suggested.  Nevertheless  I  have 


made  it  clear  that  I  would  neither  veto  nc if 
sign  such  a  bill  on  any  basis  except  whay  I 
considered  to  be  the  public  interest,  witiyvut 
regard  to  my  private  religious  views.  I  fi ave 
said  the  same  about  bills  dealing  witl/  cen¬ 
sorship,  divorce,  our  relations  with  Spain,  or 
any  other  subject.  f 

These  are  legitimate  inquiries  /(bout  real 
questions  which  the  next  Preside/t  may  con¬ 
ceivably  have  to  face.  But  these  inquiries 
ought  to  be  directed  equally  to  all  candi¬ 
dates.  7 

Secondly,  can  we  justify/analyzing  voters 
as  well  as  candidates  st/ctly  in  terms  of 
their  religion?  I  think  the  voters  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin  objected  to  being  /ategorized  simply  as 
either  Catholics  or  Protestants  in  analyzing 
their  political  choice^.  I  think  they  objected 
to  being  accosted  by  reporters  outside  of  po¬ 
litical  meetings  /and  asked  one  question 
only — their  religion — not  their  occupation  or 
education  or  /philosophy  or  income — only 
their  religion/ 

The  flood/of  postprimary  analyses  on  the 
so-called  /Catholic  vote”  and  "Protestant 
vote” — c/refully  shaped  to  conform  with 
their  author’s  preprimary  predictions — would 
never Toe  published  in  any  competent  sta¬ 
tistical  journal. 

Only  this  week,  I  received  a  very  careful 
analysis  of  the  Wisconsin  results.  It  con¬ 
clusively  shows  two  significant  patterns  of 
'bloc  voting:  I  ran  strongest  in  those  areas 
where  the  average  temperature  in  January 
was  20  degrees  or  higher,  and  poorest  in  those 
areas  where  it  was  14  degrees  or  lower — and 
that  I  ran  well  in  the  beech  tree  and  bass¬ 
wood  counties  and  not  so  well  among  the 
hemlock  and  pine. 

It  has  been  suggested,  that  to  offset  my 
apparent  political  handicaps  I  may  have  to 
pick  a  running-mate  from  Maine  or,  pre¬ 
ferably,  Alaska. 

Kennedy  doubts  analyses 

The  facts  of  the  matter  are  that  this 
analysis  stands  up  statistically  much  better 
than  all  the  so-called  analyses  of  the  religious 
vote.  And  so  do  analyses  of  each  county 
based  on  their  distance  from  the  Minnesota 
border,  the  length  of  their  Democratic  tra¬ 
dition  and  their  inclusion  in  my  campaign 
Itinerary.  I  carried  some  areas  with  large 
proportions  of  voters  who  are  Catholics — 
and  I  lost  some.  I  carried  some  areas  where 
Protestants  predominate — and  I  lost  some. 

It  is  true  that  I  ran  well  in  cities — and 
large  numbers  of  Catholics  live  in  cities.  But 
so  do  union  members  and  older  voters  and 
veterans  and  chess  fans  and  basswood  lovers. 
Vo  say  my  support  in  the  cities  is  due  only 
t\ the  religion  of  the  voters  is  incapable  of 
prdof. 

Orqthose  Catholics  who  voted  for  me,  how 
manyMid  so  on  grounds  of  my  religion — 
how  many  because  they  felt  my  opponent  was 
too  radicah— how  many  because  they  resented 
the  attackk  on  my  record — how  many  be¬ 
cause  they  were  union  members — how  many 
for  some  othek  reason?  I  do  not  know.  And 
the  facts  are  that  no  one  knows. 

The  voters  arekmore  than  Catholics,  Prot¬ 
estants  or  Jews.  They  make  up  their  minds 
for  many  diverse  re^ons,  good  and  bad.  To 
submit  the  candidate^  to  a  religious  test  is 
unfair — to  apply  it  to  the  voters  themselves 
is  divisive,  degrading  and  wholly  unwar¬ 
ranted.  \ 

Third  and  finally:  Is  there\ny  justification 
for  applying  special  religiouk  tests  to  one 
office  only?  The  Presidency?  \Little  or  no 
attention  was  paid  to  my  religion  when  I 
took  the  oath  as  Senator  in  1953N?s  a  Con¬ 
gressman  in  1947 — or  as  a  naval  Officer  in 
1941.  Members  of  my  faith  abound  in  pub¬ 
lic  office  at  every  level  except  the  Avhite 
House.  What  is  there  about  the  Presidency 
that  justifies  this  constant  emphasis  upom.» 
candidate’s  religion  and  that  of  his  suiN 
porters? 
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Differences  between  the  Senate  bill  and  a 
House  \ersion  were  ironed  out  on  the  last 
night  of  the  1958  session.  The  conference 
bill  was  passed  by  the  House  but  died  in  the 
Senate  on  a  point  of  order. 

Last  year  the  House  approved  clarifying 
legislation  butxthere  was  no  consideration  of 
the  bill  on  the.  Senate  side.  While  there 
was  considerableVupport  in  both  Houses  for 
the  legislation,  a  \ontroversy  over  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bills  could  not  be  resolved. 

Senator  O'MahonW  chairman  of  the 
Judiciary  Subcommittee  which  held  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  legislation,  insisted  that  revision 
of  the  law  include  the\vord  “reasonable’! 
before  “delay.” 

REVISED  WORDIll 

So  qualified,  the  revision  wo\ild  read: 

“Evidence,  including  statements  in  con¬ 
fessions  otherwise  admissible,  shpll  not  be 


inadmissible  solely  because  of  reasonable 
delay  in  talcing  an  arrested  person  before  a 
commissioner  or  other  officer  empowered  to 
commit  persons  charged  with  offenses 
against  the  laws  of  the  United  States.” 

The  House  did  not  want  the  word  “reason¬ 
able”  in  the  revision. 

A  number  of  defendants  here  and  in  other 
Federal  jurisdictions  have  gone  free  on  suc¬ 
cessful  appeals  based  on  the  Mallory  rule. 

In  January  1958,  less  than  6  months  after 
he  was  freed,  Mallory  was  charged  with 
housebreaking  and  assault  on  the  daughter 
of  a  woman  who  had  befriended  him.  The 
housebreaking  charge  was  dropped,  but  be 
was  convicted  of  simple  assault  and  sen-* 
tenced  to  120  days  in  jail.  “ 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  The  effect  of 
the  Warren  Court  decision  in  the  Mal¬ 
lory  case  has  been  tremendous.  The 

Court  of  appeals  cases  involving  the  Mallory  rule 


difficulties  it  has  caused  in  law  < 
ment  are  untold.  The  so-called  . 
rule  has  been  applied  to  convicj 
State  courts  all  over  the  cor 

Appearing  before  the  Senatafrudiciary 
Subcommittee  on  Improvements  in  the 
Federal  Criminal  Code  on  J uly  17,  1958, 
Oliver  Gasch,  U.S.  atton^y  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  subrriitted  a  list  of 
more  than  a  score  of  crises  in  an  exhibit 
entitled  “An  Analysis/of  ‘Court  of  Ap¬ 
peals  Cases  Involving  the  Mallory 
Rule.’  ”  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
this  analysis  by  district  Attorney  Gasch 
be  inserted  in  tne  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being.- no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered^  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Defendant 


Appeal 

No. 


Bailey. .  13642 


Watson. 

Lawson. 

Carter.. 


Metoyer. 


Perry. 


Cook.... 

McOirr. 


13698 

13697 

13222 

13970 

14058 


13806 

14217 


Edmonds .  14004 


Criminal 
case  No. 


VioRytiorT ; 


33-56  1st  degree  murd 


1162-53 

599-56 

644-55 


. do . 

Housebreaking _ 

1st  degree  murder. 


Status 


Affirmed  June  13,  1957. 
Supplemental  memo  de¬ 
nied  Nov.  1,  1957. 


eversed  Aug.  19,  1957... 
Affintaed  Oct.  3,  1957 . 


Reversed^  Opinion  fol¬ 
lowed  omOct.  24,  1957. 


109-57  2d  degree  murder . .  Affirmed  Nov.  13^957... 


1292-56  Rape _  Affirmed  Dec.  12,  1957.Y.. 


818-56 

36-57 


110-57 


2d  degree  murder _ 

Transporting  motor 
vehicle,  interstate 
commerce. 

2d  degree  murder.... 


_do. 


Cecil 
O’Shields. 


Milton  Mallory 
not  Andrew 
Mallory. 


Attempted  robbery; 
assault  with  dan¬ 
gerous  weapap. 
Robbery;  housebreak¬ 
ing. 


TrilUng 


Gilliam 


Affirmed  Dec.  26,  1057. 
Affirmed  Feb.  6,  : 


Reversed  F <m.  7,  1958. 
Vacated  Apr.  15,  1958. 
En  banc  Argued  Apr.  23, 
1958.  Pending  decision. 
Reverse/  Feb.  13,  1958 _ 


Afffefaed  Feb.  20,  1958. 
Affirmed  Feb.  27,  1958.. 


Affirmed  June  19,  1958. 
(See  opinion  dated  Mar. 
31,  1958.) 


Reversed  in  all  but  1 
count  of  1  indictment 
Apr.  17,  1958. 


Affirmed  Apr.  24,  1958 _ 


Affirmed  May  1,  1958. 


Affirmed  May  9,  1958.. 
Affirmed  May  22,  1958. 
Affirmed  June  24,  1958.. 


Problem 


(1)  Statements  not  questioned  on  appeal  until  after 

appeal  decided  on  ocher  issues  raised. 

(2)  After  shooting,  defendant  immediately  ran  to 

police  precinct  aka  spontaneously  volunteered 
confession.  / 

(3)  Defense  counsel/elicited  fact  of  subsequent  simi¬ 

lar  confessiojr  to  an  examining  psychiatrist. 

Statement  made/after  intermittent  questioning  of 
several  hours/followed  by  reenactment  and  recov¬ 
ery  of  evidence. 

(1)  No  objection  in  trial  court. 

(2)  Viewed/as  entirety,  situation  favorable  to  de¬ 

fendant. 

Stateme/t.s  made  during  brief  periods  of  interroga- 
tionwhieh  interspersed  by  long  intervals  of  no  in¬ 
terrogation,  and  attempted  verification  of  succes¬ 
sive  statements  as  to  alibi,  accident,  partial  con¬ 
fession,  and  finally  reducing  oral  confession  to 
/Writing. 

)  Exculpatory  statements  made  immediately  upon 
arrest,  not  violation  of  Mallory. 

(2)  Delay  solely  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  oral 
statements  to  writing  is  not  improper. 

Mallory  does  not  apply  to  statements  made  en  route 
to  police  headquarters. 

£1)  Not  raised  in  trial  court _ 

-atements  made  by  a  serviceman  to  military  police 
Who  were  investigating  a  prior  entry  of  an  unregis¬ 
tered  automobile  onto  the  military  reservation. 

Mallbry  raised  and  abandoned  in  trial  court  as  to 
exculpatory  statements. 


Exculpatdw  statement  placed  in  evidence  solely  to 
show  sanity.  Court  held  this  violated  Mallory 
principle.  \ 

(1)  Not  raisedVm  trial 

(2)  Statements  Vere  exculpatory. 

1.  Exculpatory  statements  spontaneous  with  arrival 

of  police. 

2.  Statements  at  polite  cell  block  in  response  to  find¬ 

ing  victim’s  watoh  abandoned  in  scout  car 
which  transported  defendants. 

Statements  made  duringNsome  5  minutes  of  ques¬ 
tioning  which  was  preceded  by  some  12  hours  of 
no  interrogation  and  attempted  verification  of  the 
carnal  knowledge  complaint,  of  an  8-year  old  fe¬ 
male.  Defendant  intoxicated 

1 .  3  different  trial  judges  held  no  ^tplation  of  Mallory. 

2.  No  statement  during  questioning  for  an  hour; 

followed  by  spontaneous  confessiap  to  a  friendly 
police  officer. 

3.  Several  subsequent  statements  regarding  several 

other  unsolved  crimes. 

4.  Statements  as  to  still  other  crimes,  n^de  after 

arraignment. 

1.  During  3-hour  period  of  no  interrogation  aVusers 

were  brought  to  poiic  headquarters  witlt  de¬ 
fendant’s  consent.  Statement  made  at  enX  of 
3-hour  interval. 

2.  After  arraignment,  similar  statements  made  to 

visitor  defendant  requested  to  visit  him  in  jail.' 

3.  No  objection  to  admission  of  statements  in  the 

trial. 

1.  Statement  made  after  waiver  of  out  of-tpwn 

arraignment  and  dtlring  3-liour  trip  to  AV%sh- 
ington. 

2.  Time  lapse  to  reduce  oral  statements  to  writing. 

3.  No  objection  to  admissibility  in  trial  court. 

Does  collateral  attack  under  28  U.S.C.  2255  reach 

counsel’s  failure  at  trial  to  contest  a  confession. 

Cross-examination  of  the  defendant  as  a  witness  with 
own  extrajudicial  statement,  allegedly  taken  in 
violation  of  Mallory. 

Repetition  of  confession  to  psychiatrist  months  after 
confession  given  police  render  admission  of  the 
latter  nonprejudicial. 


Time 


Oral:  Spontaneous.  Writ¬ 
ten  began  10  hours  after 
oral. 


Arrested:  6:40  p.m. 
3:15  a.m. 


Oral: 


Arrested:  8  p.m.  1st  oral: 
Midnight.  Written  be¬ 
gan  approximately  3  a.m. 


Oral:  Spontaneous.  Writ¬ 
ten  began  approximately 
1  hour  after  oral. 

Arrested:  10:30  p.m.  Oral 
made  en  route  to  police 
station. 


Arrested:  8  p.m. 
fessed:  9  a.m. 


Con- 


Arrested:  5:30  a.m.  1st 
oral  confession:  8:30 
(valid).  Subsequent 
confession  began  9:40 
a.m. 


I  3  p.m.  Oral  state- 
made  during  3- 
travel  from  Berry- 
vill  .Va. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 

Court  of  appeals  cases  involving  the  Mallory  rule — Continued 


\ 

8b%6 


April  21 


Defendatk 

Appeal 

No. 

Criminal 
case  No. 

Violation 

Status 

Problem 

Time  / 

\  13742 

955-56 

Narcotic  laws . 

Affirmed  June  26,  1958 _ 

1.  Confession  during  20  minutes  after  arrival  at 

1«05 

894-56 

police  station. 

2.  No  objection  to  admission  in  evidence. 

1.  News  of  death  of  assault  victim  received  in  court 

Arrestei^0:30  p.m.  Writ- 

- 

house  as  defendant  awaited  arraignment  on 
assault  charge. 

2.  Defendant’s  release  by  court  to  police  followed 

by  written  statement. 

3.  Were  statements  prejudiced  or  merely  a  state¬ 

ment  of  events  preceding  death. 

ten:  Ju:15  p.m.  Oral  re- 
peaJf  9  a.m.  Written: 

\  y.m. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia. 

Court  decision  in  the  Mallofw  case  was 
so  bad  that  at  least  nine  bfUs  on  the 
subject  were  introduced  in  the  8$th  Con¬ 
gress.  A  bill  was  passed  by  botti  the 
House  and  the  Senate,  and  it  cleared  the 
conference  in  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives.  But  it  was  killed  in  the  Senate 
by  a  point  of  order  on  the  conference  r 
port  on  the  last  night  of  the  session. 

Another  bill  (S.  3411)  is  being  intro¬ 
duced  today,  of  which  I  am  a  cosponsor 
with  Senator  Ervin,  of  North  Carolina, 
Senator  Johnston,  of  South  Carolina, 
and  Senator  McClellan,  of  Arkansas. 


RE¬ 


APPOINTMENT  OF  OFFICIAL 
PORTERS  OF  DEBATES 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
consulted  with  the  leadership,  and  it  is 
essential  that  the  resolution  which  I 
have  in  my  hand  be  reported  and  adopt¬ 
ed  by  the  Senate.  It  relates  to  the  Of¬ 
ficial  Reporters  of  the  Senate.  As  we 
know,  we  have  lost  Mr.  James  W.  Mur¬ 
phy,  and  it  is  his  successors  we  must  take 
care  of.  I  send  the  resolution  to  the 
desk  and  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Lusk 
in  the  chair).  The  resolution  will  be 
read. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  resolution, 
as  follows : 

Resolved,  That  John  D.  Rhodes  and  Gregor 
Macpherson  are  hereby  appointed  Official 
Reporters  for  reporting  the  proceedings  and 
debates  of  the  Senate  until  further  order 
of  the  Senate,  subject  to  all  the  duties  and 
obligations  of  the  contract  made  with  D.  F. 
Murphy,  deceased,  and  to  the  supervision 
and  control  of  the  Senate  members  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Printing  on  behalf  of 
the  Senate  in  all  respects  therein  provided, 
and  to  receive  payment  for  such  services 
according  to  law:  Provided,  That  In  the 
event  of  the  death  of  either  said  John  D. 
Rhodes  or  said  Gregor  Macpherson,  the  sur¬ 
vivor  shall  discharge  all  the  duties  and  obli¬ 
gations  imposed  upon  the  Official  Reporters 
appointed  by  this  resolution  and  shall  re¬ 
ceive  payment  for  such  services  according 
to  law  until  the  further  order  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  309)  was  considered  and 
agreed  to. 


SUGAR  ACT/EXTENSION 


Mr.  BENNETTS  Mr.  President,  on 
March  16,  I960,  A  introduced  S.  3210,  a 
bill  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1956.  The/provisions  of  this  bill  rep¬ 
resented  a  program  whose  elements  had 


his  Warren  ^bepn  arrived  at  through  months  of  dis¬ 
cussion  between  representatives  of  all 
elements  of  the  sugar  industry  and  of 
the  departments  of  Government  whose 
responsibilities  it  would  affect.  It  was 
no  easy  task  to  develop  such  a  program 
this  year  because  of  the  situation  in 
Cuba,  our  biggest"  offshore  supplier. 
Because  this  situation  is  unstable,  it  be¬ 
came  necessary  to  include  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  bill  to  extend  the  act,  a  new  pro¬ 
vision  giving  the  President,  with  his 
constitutional  responsibility  to  conduct 
our  foreign  relations,  power  to  act  swiftly 
if  sudden  and  unexpected  events  in 
Cuba  imperiled  the  assurance  oi  our 
supplies  from  that  country. 

When  it  came  to  the  point  of  writing 
specific  new  language  to  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  that  power,  two  basic  approaches 
were  considered. 

First.  To  make  a  simple  statement 
giving  the  President  the  power  to  act, 
without  spelling  out  the  obvious  right 
of  Congress  to  take  this  power  away  or 
amend  it  if  it  were  exercised  while  Con¬ 
gress  was  in  session. 

Second.  To  give  the  President  the 
same  right  to  act  when  Congress  was 
not  in  session,  but  require  him  to  make  a 
specific  request  for  the  power  when  it 
was. 

Both  concepts  contain  the  essential 
element  of  strengthening  our  capability 
to  meet  any  emergency  created  by 
Castro,  and,  therefore,  it  has  seemed  to 
me,  there  is  no  vital  difference  between 
them. 

At  the  end  of  the  industry-adminis¬ 
tration  discussions,  the  first  approach 
was  selected,  and  I  introduced  S.  3210  on 
that  basis.  Some  of  my  colleagues,  with 
an  equally  deep  and  sincere  concern  for 
the  problem  and  its  solution,  preferred 
the  second,  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  introduced 
another  bill,  S.  3361,  expressing  the 
second  concept.  Both  bills  are  identical 
in  all  other  respects,  and  Senator  Ellen¬ 
der  and  I  have  been  given  the  assurance 
that  either  would  be  entirely  acceptable 
to  the  men  who  must  administer  the  act 
and  use  the  powers. 

The  existence  of  these  two  bills  has 
presented  me  with  a  personal  problem. 
I  think  both  approaches  should  now  be 
considered  by  the  Finance  Committee 
and  by  the  Senate,  and  I  also  want  to 
make  clear  to  my  friends  that  I  realize 
the  importance  of  bipartisan  support  for 
needed  Presidential  powers,  as  well  as  for 
the  other  features  of  the  two  bills,  which 
are  identical.  Apparently  the  only  way 
I  can  solve  this  dilemma  is  to  become  a 
sponsor  of  both  bills.  On  the  face  of  it, 
this  is  an  unusual  and  inconsistent  posi¬ 


tion  to  take.  But  actually  it  is  not,  be¬ 
cause  at  ail  times  before  S.  3210  was  in¬ 
troduced  I  would  have  been  satisfied 
with  the  approach  used  in  the  Ellender 
bill.  Therefore,  I  have  asked  Senator 
Ellender  to  request  unanimous  consent 
that  my  name  may  be  added  to  the  list 
of  cosponsors  of  S.  3361. 
f -  ■  ■  - - - 


O’MAHONEY-ALLOTT  wilderness 
BILL 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  20  the  senior  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  submitted  for 
himself  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  a  substitute  for 
S.  1123,  the  wilderness  bill,  now  pending 
before  the  Senate  Interior  Committee. 
In  my  estimation,  based  upon  consider¬ 
able  study,  it  is  the  first  genuinely  for¬ 
ward  step  taken  in  Congress  to  present 
a  viable  wilderness  bill. 

The  proposed  substitute  obviously  rep¬ 
resents  great  study  and  effort  on  the 
part  of  its  sponsors,  and  I  wish  to  com¬ 
mend  them  for  their  leadership.  It  is  a 
refreshingly  clean-cut  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tive  drafting,  the  clarity  and  definitive¬ 
ness  of  which  boldly  stand  out  alongside 
the  original.  It  is  a  fitting  product  of 
a  Senator  who  once  ably  presided  over 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee  and  who 
is  a  leading  authority  on  the  law  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  assisted  by  a  Senator  [Mr. 
Allott]  who  is  a  recognized  expert  on 
public  land  and  conservation  matters. 

SUBSTITUTE'S  PROVISIONS 

The  substitute  would,  for  the  first 
tilne,  give  congressional  approval  and 
support  to  the  wilderness  concept.  It 
wouul  immediately  give  wilderness  des¬ 
ignation  to  5,834,491  acres  of  national 
forest  latods  now  classified  as  wild,  wilder¬ 
ness  or  readless.  It  directs  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  review  the  8,269,- 
000 -acre  national  forest  primitive  areas 
to  determine \heir  suitability  for  wilder¬ 
ness  area  designation.  No  such  review 
has  ever  been  >made.  Similarly,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  directed  to 
review  the  suitability  of  units  of  the 
National  Park  System  and  Wildlife 
refuges  and  ranges. 

S.  1123,  AN  END  RUNAROUND  THE 
CONSTITUTION 

The  substitute  for  S.  LT23  provides 
that  new  wilderness  areasxshall  be 
created  by  ac.t  of  Congress.  \hi.s  pro¬ 
cedure  follows  the  spirit  and  Mter  of 
the  Constitution,  which  imposeiKupon 
Congress  the  responsibility  “to  dispose 
of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  respecting  the  territory  or  otm> 
property  belonging  to  the  Unitec 
States.”  S.  1123,  on  the  other  hand, 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  25,  1960 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  ordered  to  be  printed 
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AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Church  to  the  bill  (S.  3361) 
to  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  viz: 

1  On  page  2,  after  line  2,  insert  the  following: 

2  "Sec.  2.  Section  202  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

3  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

4  following  new  subsection: 

5  “  ‘  (f)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

6  section,  effective  with  the  calendar  year  1961,  no  part  of  any 

7  increase  in  quotas  arising  from  a  determination  made  by  the 

8  Secretary  under  section  201  in  excess  of  9,400,000  short 

9  tons,  raw  value,  which  would  otherwise  be  prorated  under 
10  the  provisions  of  subsection  (c)  (2)  (B)  shall  be  appor- 
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1  tioned  to  Cuba,  and  the  percentage  thereof  which  would 

2  otherwise  be  apportioned  to  Cuba  shall  be  apportioned  to 

3  domestic  producers.’ 

4  “Sec.  3.  Section  302  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

5  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

6  “‘(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with 

7  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideration 
3  the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar- 
9  cane  marketed  (or  processed)  within  the  proportionate 

share  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the 

11  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  and  the 

12  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests 

13  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the  interests  of 

14  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent 
-3  planters,  or  sharecroppers  and  of  the  producers  in  any 
I®  local  producing  area  whose  past  production  has  been  ad- 
1^  versely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm, 
I®  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and 
1 9  uncontrollable  conditions.  To  the  extent  that  an  increased 
29  acreage  shall  be  allocated  to  beet  sugar  areas  by  reason  of 

21  the  enactment  of  the  amendment  adding  section  202  (f) 

22  such  increased  acreage  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary, 

no  # 

1  insofar  as  practicable,  to  protect  the  interests  of  new  pro- 
94- 

ducers  and  small  producers.  Tor  the  purposes  of  establish- 
mg  proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to 
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encourage  wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater  diversifi¬ 
cation  of  agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conserva¬ 
tion  of  soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Pico,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  on  application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is 
hereby  authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for 
other  productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  produc¬ 
tion  record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Rico 
owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of 
land  owned  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Rico.’  ” 

On  page  2,  line  3,  renumber  “Sec.  2.”  to  read  “Sec. 

4. ”. 

On  page  6,  line  14,  renumber  “Sec.  3.”  to  read  “Sec. 

5. ”. 

On  page  8,  line  3,  renumber  “Sec.  4.”  to  read  “Sec. 

6. ”. 

On  page  8,  line  6,  renumber  “Sec.  5.”  to  read  “Sec. 
7” 

On  page  8,  line  10,  renumber  “Sec.  6.”  to  read  “Sec. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  repbrt  6n  Commerce  appropriation  bill.  Rep. 
Byrnes  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  extend  ahd  expand  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  Senate  committee  voted  to  report/wheat  bilrv  Senate  debated  mutual  security 
authorization  bill.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wi^/,  urged  enaccment  of  national  milk  sanitation 

1. 


SENATE 

1.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  and/fcorestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  with  amendments  S.  2759,  the  Ellender  wheat  bill.  The  Daily 
Digest"  states  that  as  ^approved  by  the  committee,  the  bill  wmild  provide  u0 
percent  of  price  support  for  wheat  for  the  1961,  1962,  1963  croos,  with  20- 
percent  reduction  in  Acreage  allotments,  and  such  acreage  to  be'^mt  to  spil-  and 
water-conserving  uses,  with  payments  in  kind  made  for  such  practices.  p.  D344 

2.  LAMB  IMPORTS .  The/Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  "adopted  a  commNtee  resolu¬ 

tion  to  be  directed  to  the  U.  S.  Tariff  Commission,  urging  action  undeX^the 
"escape  clause)/ of  the  Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements  Act  relative  to  imports  of 
dressed  lamb  /and  mutton."  p.  D344 

3.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Began  debate  on  S.  3058,  the  mutual  security  authorization 

bill  (pp./B098-8100,  8117-29).  Agreed,  68  to  0,  to  an  amendment  by  Sen. 
Williams/  Del.,  to  require  that  expenditures  of  foreign  currencies  and  appro¬ 
priate/  funds  under  the  bill  by  members  of  committees  and  staffs  of  committees 
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be  itemized  and  submitted  to  Congress  for  publication  in  the  Congressional 
Record  (pp.  8123-9).  Pending  at  adjournment  was  a  proposed  amendment  by 
Douglas,  for  himself  and  others,  to  express  the  sense  of  Congress  that  ttie 
UnitechStates  favors  freedom  of  navigation  in  international  waterways  ^nd 
pconomio,  cooperation  between  nations,  and  that  assistance  under  the  Mj/tual 
Security  zVct  and  Public  Law  480  shall  be  administered  to  give  effecj/ to  these 
principles\p.  8129). 

4.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  McCarthy  expressed  concern  over  the  condition y6f  migratory 

farm  workers,  seated  that  they  "represent  the  most  neglected  dtid  underprivi¬ 
leged  group  in  American  society,"  and  inserted  a  newspaper  article  which  he 
stated  presented  "\  realistic  summary  of  their  problems  and  suggested  some  of 
the  measures  needed\o  improve  their  condition."  pp.  8ipfi-7 

Sen.  Moss  inserted\a  magazine  article  stating  that  the  current  trend  is  for 
big  industry  to  move  tcK  small  towns,  and  stating  that/" in  some  rural  areas, 
new  industries  are  giving^ employment  to  people  who  i/sed  to  make  their  living 
from  farming."  pp.  8076- * 

5.  FEDERAL  SUBSIDIES.  Sen.  Murray  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial,  "Who  Gets 

Government  Subsidies?",  and  stated  that  the  editorial  "points  out  in  a  clear, 
succinct  manner  how  we  are  all  faring  in  Government  subsidies  daily  and  that 
the  matter  of  Government  subsidies. --  contrary  to  a  popular  belief  --  is  not 
limited  to  the  farmers  of  the  Natioh.."  pp.  8030-1 

6.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Sens.  Ellender,  Codder,  Murray,  Young,  N.  Dak.,  and 

Humphrey  paid  tribute  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  on  its  25th  anniversary 
"for  the  admirable  job  it  has  don<=/during\the  first  quarter-century  of  its 
existence."  pp.  8087-90 

7.  APPROPRIATIONS;  ITEM  VETO.  SejA.  Williams,  Del\  inserted  and  commended  an 

article  by  Sen.  Keating  urging  the  enactment  ot\legislation  to  give  the 
President  authority  to  vet .j6  specific  items  in  appropriation  bills,  pp, 

8129-30 


8.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  AID.  Received  from  this  department  a  proposed 
bill  to  amend  Publit/Law  480  so  as  to  permit  grants  of^surplus  food  to 
foreign  countries yfor  the  establishment  of  national  food\re serve s ,  to  author¬ 
ize  greater  use  pf  commodities  for  foreign  economic  development  purposes,  to 
permit  payment  /ot  general  average  claims  arising  from  the  odean  transport  of 
commodities  fdr  famine  relief  and  other  emergency  assistanceX  and  to  provide 
for  the  transfer  of  foreign  currencies  to  the  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation;  ^o  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  p.  8061 

PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
H.  R. /8289,  to  accelerate  the  commencing  date  of  civil  service  retirement 
annuities  for  certain  employees  (S.  Rept.  1295).  p.  8062 

deceived  from  the  Civil  Service  Commission  a  proposed  bill  "to  provid^  for 
ie  payment  of  travel  and  transportation  costs  for  persons  selected  for 
pointment  to  certain  positions  in  the  United  States";  to  Government  Operations 
Committee,  p.  8062 


L0.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J. ,  submitted  a  report  of  the  Small  Business 
Committee,  "Small  Business  Investment  Act  -  1960"  (S.  Rept.  1293).  p.  8062 


11.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Goldwater  submitted  an  amendment  he  intends  to  propose  to  S.  3210, 
to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948.  p.  8065 


86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3210 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  27,  1960 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Goldwater  to  the  bill  (S. 
3210)  to  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  viz:  At  the  proper  place  insert 
the  following : 

1  Sec.  .  The  first  sentence  of  section  302  (b)  of  such 

2  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 

3  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  “ Provided ,  That  for  the 

4  calendar  years  1961  and  1962  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 

5  of  the  sugar  beet  acreage  with  respect  to  which  proportionate 

6  shares  are  established  as  required  by  subsection  (a)  shall 

7  be  reserved  for  establishing  proportionate  shares  for  farms 

8  suitable  for  the  production  of  sugar  beets  in  States  which  in 

9  the  calendar  year  1960  have  no  recent  history  in  sugar  beet 
10  production.” 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3508 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  9,  1960 

Mr.  Smathers  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 

as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  202  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  is 

4  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

5  “Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pur- 

6  suant  to  section  201,  of  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet 

7  the  requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 

8  quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

9  “(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar  producing  areas,  by 

10  apportioning  among  such  areas  five  million  two  him- 
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dred  twenty-one  thousand  five  hundred  short  tons,  raw 
value,  as  follows : 


Area 

Domestic  beet  sugar. 
Mainland  cane  sugar 

Hawaii _ 

Puerto  Rico - 

Virgin  Islands _ 


Short  tons,  raw  value 

_  2, 193,  480 

_  678,799 

_  1,140,462 

_  1,192,498 

_  16, 261 


“  (2)  To  the  above  total  of  five  million  two  hundred 


twenty-one  thousand  five  hundred  short  tons,  raw  value, 


there  shall  he  added  an  amount  equal  to  55  per  centum 


of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secretary’s  determination 
of  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  calendar  year  exceeds  nine  million  four 
hundred  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value.  Such  addi¬ 


tional  amount  shall  he  apportioned  among  and  added  to 
the  quota  established  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  for  such  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  re- 
spectively,  as  follows: 

*^rea  Per  centum 


Domestic  beet  sugar _  22. 382 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  6.  887 

Hawaii - 12.492 

Puerto  Rico _ 13.  061 

Virgin  Islands _  .  i^g 


“  (3)  To  the  above  total  of  five  million  two  hundred 
twenty-one  thousand  five  hundred  short  tons,  raw  value, 
there  shall  be  added  an  amount  equal  to  10  per  centum 
of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secretary’s  determination  of 
requirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United 
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States  for  the  calendar  year  exceeds  nine  million  four 
hundred  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  such  additional 
amount  to  be  allotted  to  new  domestic  beet  and  main¬ 
land  cane  acreage,  not  utilized  for  the  production  of 
sugar  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Sugar  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1960,  in  such  proportion  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine. 


“(b)  (1)  For  foreign  sugar-producing  areas,  by 
apportioning  among  such  areas  four  million  one  hundred 
seventy-eight  thousand  five  hundred  short  tons,  raw 
value,  as  follows: 


Country 

Brazil _ 

Colombia _ 

Costa  Rica _ 

Cuba _ 

Dominican  Republic 

El  Salvador _ 

Ecuador _ _ 

Guatemala _ 

Haiti _ 

Mexico _ 

Netherlands _ 

Nicaragua _ 

Panama _ 

Peru _ 

Philippines _ 

Taiwan _ 

Canada _ 

United  Kingdom _ 

Belgium _ 

British  Guiana _ 

Hong  Kong _ 


Short  tons,  raw  value 


23, 100 
12,  773 
7,077 
2,  808,  960 
73,  780 
2,446 
2, 446 
4, 077 
9, 712 
88,441 
3,  731 
16, 698 
8,979 
106, 046 
998, 480 
10, 338 
631 
516 
182 
84 
3 


Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the  President  finds 


and  proclaims  that  it  is  necessary,  in  the  national  interest 
or  to  insure  adequate  supplies  of  sugar,  the  President 
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may  reduce  the  quota  of  Cuba  for  any  calendar  year 
and  prorate  for  said  calendar  }^ear  a  quantity  of  sugar 
equal  to  65  per  centum  of  said  reduction  among  domestic 
areas  on  the  same  basis  as  set  forth  in  subsections  (a) 
(2)  and  (a)  (3)  of  this  section  and  among  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers  of  sugar  a  quantity  of  raw  sugar  equal  to  35  per 
centum  of  said  reduction  on  the  same  basis  as  set  forth 
in  subsection  (b)  (2)  of  this  section. 

“  (2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  one  hundred 
seventy-eight  thousand  live  hundred  short  tons,  raw 
value,  there  shall  be  added  an  amount  equal  to  35  per 
centum  of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secretary’s  deter¬ 
mination  of  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States  for  the  calendar  year  exceeds  nine 
million  four  hundred  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value. 
Such  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  among  and 
added  to  the  quotas  for  foreign  sugar-producing  areas  as 
follows : 


Country  per  cen(;Ulrl 

Brazil__ - 975 

Colombia _  7  645 

Costa  Rica _ 525 

Dominican  Republic _ 5.  795 

Ecuador _ _  3^5 

El  Salvador _  _  3-^5 

Guatemala _ 525 

Haiti -  .  630 

Mexico - 9.940 

Nicaragua _  _  120 

Panama _ 770 

Peru - 7. 210 

Philippines - 2.380 

Taiwan - 
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"(c)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this 
title  II,  the  minimum  quota  established  for  Cuba  shall 
not  be  less  than  the  following : 

"(1)  28.6  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar 
determined  under  section  201  when  such  amount 
is  seven  million  four  hundred  thousand  short  tons  or 
less;  and 

“  (2)  two  million  one  hundred  and  sixteen  thou¬ 
sand  short  tons,  when  the  amount  of  sugar  deter¬ 
mined  under  section  201  is  more  than  seven  million 
four  hundred  thousand  short  tons. 

The  quotas  for  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II, 
shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  may  be 
required  to  establish  such  minimum  quota  for  Cuba. 

“(d)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country 
with  a  quota  or  proration  thereof  of  more  than  ten 
thousand  short  tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota  or  proration 
by  more  than  10  per  centum  and  at  any  time  during 
such  year  the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic 
price,  the  quota  or  proration  thereof  for  such  country 
for  subsequent  years  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal 
to  the  amount  by  which  such  country  failed  to  fill  its 
quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless  the  Secretary  finds 
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that  such  failure  was  due  to  crop  disaster  or  force 
majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction  would  be  contrary 
to  the  objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder 
shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are 
prorated  under  section  204.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  204(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  determine 
whether,  in  view  of  the  current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  esti¬ 
mated  production  from  the  acreage  of  sugar  cane  or  sugar 
beets  planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year 
of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other  pertinent  factors,  any  area 
or  country  may  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  or  proration 
thereof  for  such  area  or  country.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that 
any  area  or  country  may  he  unable  to  market  the  quota  or 
proration  thereof  for  such  area  or  country,  he  shall  prorate 
an  amount  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  other  areas 
and  countries  as  provided  in  the  following  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (8),  and,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (h)  of 
this  section,  he  shall  revise  accordingly  the  quotas  and  pro¬ 
rations  of  quotas  affected  by  such  proration  of  a  deficit. 

“  ( 1 )  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  domestic  beet 


sugar  area  shall  be  prorated  to  the  other  domestic  areas 
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on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect :  Provided,  That 
if  any  such  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  the  unfilled 
balance  of  such  proration  shall  be  added  to  the  deficit 
prorated  to  the  other  such  areas. 

“  (2)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  mainland  cane 
sugar  area  shall  be  prorated  to  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then 
in  effect:  Provided,  That  if  any  such  area  is  unable  to 
fill  its  proration  the  unfilled  balance  of  such  proration 
shall  he  added  to  the  deficit  prorated  to  the  other  such 
areas. 

“(3)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  shall  he 
prorated  to  the  domestic  beet  sugar  area  and  the  main¬ 
land  cane  sugar  area  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in 
effect:  Provided,  That  if  one  such  area  is  unable  to 
fill  its  proration,  the  unfilled  balance  of  such  proration 
shall  first  be  added  to  the  deficit  prorated  to  the  other 
such  area:  And  provided  further,  That  if  both  such 
domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fill  such  deficit  then  the 
unfilled  balance  thereof  shall  be  prorated  to  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then 
in  effect. 

“  (4)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  or 
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the  Virgin  Islands  shall  be  prorated  to  foreign  sugar- 
producing  areas  on  the  following  basis : 


Country  Per  centum 

Brazil _  8.  5 

Colombia _  4.  7 

Costa  Rica _  1.  5 

Dominican  Republic _ 16.  3 

Ecuador _  .  9 

El  Salvador _  .  9 

Guatemala _  1.  5 

Haiti _ 1.  8 

Mexico _ 28.  4 

Nicaragua _  3.  2 

Panama _  2.  2 

Peru - 20.6 

Philippines _  6.  8 

Taiwan _  2.  7 


Provided,  That  if  any  of  these  countries  is  unable  to  fill 
its  proration  of  deficit  the  unfilled  balance  of  such  pro¬ 
ration  shall  be  added  to  the  deficit  prorations  made  to 
the  others  in  the  same  relative  proportions  as  provided 
in  this  paragraph:  And  provided  further,  That  if  any 
of  these  coimtries  in  any  calendar  year  is  not  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  otherwise  entitled  to  enter 
into  the  United  States  sugar  market  at  least  five  thou¬ 
sand  (5,000)  short  tons,  raw  value,  then  any  such 
country  shall  nevertheless  be  permitted  to  enter  an 
amount  of  raw  sugar  equivalent  to  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  its  entitlement  under  this  Act  and  five  thousand 
(5,000)  tons. 

(5)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  through  (4) 


9 


1  of  this  subsection  may  result  in  an  unfilled  proration  of 

2  a  deficit  in  the  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  he  shall  add 

3  such  unfilled  balance  of  such  deficit  to  the  quotas  for 

4  foreign  suppliers  of  sugar  in  accordance  with  the  per 

5  centum  proration  prescribed  in  paragraph  (4)  of  this 

6  subsection. 

7  “  (6)  Any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  Cuba  or  the  Republic 
g  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  to  all  other  suppliers  of 
9  sugar,  foreign  and  domestic,  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  es- 

10  tablished  pursuant  to  section  202:  Provided,  That  if  any 

11  such  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  proration  of  deficit  the  unfilled 

12  balance  of  such  proration  shall  be  prorated  to  the  other  areas 

13  to  the  extent  that  they  may  be  able  to  fill  such  deficit  on 

14  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations  then  in  effect  for  such  areas. 

15  “  (7)  Any  deficit  in  any  proration  of  a  quota  to  a  foreign 

16  country  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 

17  shall  be  prorated  among  the  other  such  foreign  countries  for 

18  which  prorations  of  a  quota  of  more  than  one  thousand 

19  (1,000)  short  tons,  raw  value,  have  been  established  under 

20  subsection  202  (b)  (1) ,  on  the  basis  of  the  quota  prorations 

21  to  such  countries  then  in  effect:  Provided,  That  the  unfilled 

22  balance  of  any  deficit  prorated  to  any  such  country  shall 

23  first  be  prorated  to  the  other  such  countries  having  prora- 

24  tions  of  more  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  short  tons,  raw 


1  value,  under  subsection  202  (b)  (1)  to  the  extent  that  they 

2  may  be  able  to  fill  such  deficit. 

3  “  (8)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  applica- 

4  tion  of  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  through  (7)  of  this 

5  subsection  may  result  in  an  unfilled  portion  of  a  deficit  in 

6  the  quota  for  any  area  or  in  the  proration  of  a  quota  for  any 

7  foreign  country,  he  may  apportion  such  unfilled  portion  of 

8  a  deficit  on  such  basis  and  to  such  areas  or  countries  (whether 

9  or  not  such  areas  or  countries  have  been  assigned  quotas 

10  under  section  202)  as  he  determines  is  necessary  to  fill  such 

11  deficit.” 

12  (b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  204  of  such  Act  is  re- 

13  designated  as  subsection  “(c)”  of  section  204  and  such 
11  subsection  is  deleted  effective  as  of  January  1,  1961;  sub- 

15  section  (c)  of  section  204  of  such  Act  is  redesignated 

16  subsection  “(b)”  and  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

17  “(b)  The  quotas  for  any  area  as  established  under 

18  the  provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced  by  reason 

19  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any  calendar 

20  year  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  except  as  provided 

21  in  subsections  202  (b)  (1)  and  (d) .” 

Sec.  3.  Section  207  (e)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
thiee  bundled  and  seventy-five  thousand”  and  substituting 

24  in  lieu  thereof  “seventy-five  thousand”. 

25  Sec.  4.  Subsections  4501  (c)  and  6412(d)  of  the  In- 
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ternal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out 
“1961”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “1965”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “1960”  in  each  place 
it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1964”. 

Sec.  6.  The  amendments  made  hereby  to  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  to  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  shall  become  effective  as  of  January  1,  1961, 
except  that  subsection  202  (d)  and  the  proviso  contained 
in  subsection  202  (b)  (1)  hereof  shall  become  effective  upon 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  7.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Sugar  Act 


Amendments  of  1960. 
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vMr.  President,  I  commend  this  edi¬ 
torial  to  the  attention  of  Senators,  be¬ 
cause  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  it 
pointkout  with  great  clarity  and  persua¬ 
sion  this  double  standard  we  have  devel¬ 
oped  in\his  country,  unfortunately,  in 
our  estimation  of  dictators. 

There  benag  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  t>Q  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  tire  Evening  Star,  Friday,  Apr.  29, 
360] 

Some  Thoughts  on  IJehalp  op  Rhee— Past 

Heroism  op  Korean  Against  Reds  Prompts 

a  Reservation  on  His  Demise 

(By  William  S/White) 

The  old  man  of  Korea  has  5pne  out  of  office 
In  heartbroken  disgrace.  Thk  world’s  most 
exclusive  club  is  shrunken  yet Na  little  more 
as  Syngman  Rhee  passes  from  \s  member¬ 
ship.  This  is  the  Association  of\ndestruc- 
ible  Elder  Statesmen. 

Chancellor  Konrad  Adenauer  of  Germany, 
who  is  84.  leads  the  surviving  band  oruhose 
who,  past  70,  still  carry  crushing  respXpsi 
bilities.  With  him  are  Prime  Minister 
Gurion  of  Israel  (74)  and  Prime  Minisi 
Nehru  of  India  (70  plus  some  months). 

At  85,  Mr.  Rhee  has  ceased  to  be  President 
of  the  Republic  of  Korea.  And  so  has  come 
to  its  close  a  career  of  65  years  as  a  public 
man. 

Much  has  been  written  that  this  aged 
symbol  of  Korea’s  long  struggle  for  inde¬ 
pendence  had  overstayed  his  time.  It  is  said, 
no  doubt  rightly,  that  he  permitted  police 
brutality,  and  worse,  to  stain  his  regime.  It 
is  said,  no  doubt  justly,  that  a  farce  of 
“democracy”  was  being  made  in  his  country. 
So  it  is  said  that  he  had  to  go,  and  the  United 
States  was  wholly  justified  in  helping  to  push 
him  out. 

There  is  no  quarrel  with  this  reasoning — 
so  far  as  it  goes.  To  the  world  Korea  is  our 
.creation  and  thus  our  responsibility.  For 
Korea’s  sake  (and  for  the  sake  of  collective 
security  everywhere)  was  shed  the  blood  of 
so  many  of  our  people  in  a  bitter  war  a 
decade  ago. 

Perhaps  it  is  possible,  however,  without  de¬ 
fending  corruption  and  antidemocratism,  to 
raise  reservations  aboilt  this  episode.  Is  the 
U.S.  Government  as  ready  to  act  to  maintain 
the  future  integrity  of  Korea  from  Com¬ 
munist  penetration  as  it  was  ready  to  oust 
bad  old  Mr.  Rhee? 

Is  our  righteous  decision  to  overturn  one 
regime — which  was  at  any  rate  a  determinei 
regime — matched  by  equal  determination 
insist  on  a  fair  and  strong  successor  regime? 
And  having  acted  against  Rhee  on  standards 
that  are  valid  enough — that  he  had  become 
a  rightwing  despot — are  we  readyyfor  one 
other  action? 

Are  we  ready  to  apply  these  sdme  stand' 
ards  to  the  leftwing  despot  in  another  coun¬ 
try  in  which  there  is  an  undeniably  close  and 
historic  U.S.  responsibility?'  Will  we  now 
help  to  oust  the  Communist-backed, 
dictator  in  Cuba,  Fidel  Castro,  as  we  helped 
to  oust  the  supposedly'  pro-Fascist  dictator 
in  Korea,  Syngman  Riree? 

Or  is  there  a  double  standard  here?  The 
Eisenhower  administration  has  no  difficulty 
in  justifying  a  naked  intervention  in  Korea, 
call  it  what  we  .will.  But  that  administration 
finds  enormous  difficulty  in  even  thinking 
about  intervening  in  any  way,  naked  or 
polite,  in  Ciuba.  After  all,  other  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  nations  might  not  like  it.  And  the 
Organisation  of  American  States  would  “for¬ 
bid”  it  anyhow. 

'nation  which  wants  to  act  can  find  the 
fe  print  oddly  hard  to  read.  A  nation 
(duch  does  not  want  to  act  can  find  the 
"print  compelling,  indeed. 

So  this  one  columnist  is  not  quite  able  to 
Join  the  almost  universal  and  unqualified 


satisfaction  that  we  have  succeeded  in  cast¬ 
ing  out  old  Syngman  Rhee  in  his  86th  year 
and  sending  him  off  to  end  his  life  in  the 
House  of  the  Pear  Blossoms  in  Seoul.  It 
has  been  a  famous  victory.  But  one  colum¬ 
nist,  not  denying  the  evils  connected  with 
the  old  man,  also  does  not  forget  the  past 
heroism  of  that  old  man  against  imperial¬ 
ist  communism. 

-  This  much,  anyhow,  history  must  grant 
him.  How  much  does  history  owe  to  Castro 
whose  victims  in  Cuba  are  quite  as  dead  as 
Rhee’s  victims  in  Korea?  How  much  of  the 
free  world’s  struggle  against  imperialist  com¬ 
munism  has  Fidel  Castro  ever  borne? 


MODERNIZATION  OP  THE  EXIST¬ 
ING  SUGAR  ACT 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
introducing  at  this  time  for  appropriate 
reference  a  bill  to  amend  and  extend  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948.  The  proposal  in¬ 
corporates  some  reforms  in  the  current 
sugar  legislation  which  are  long  overdue, 
and  which  are  particularly  urgently  re¬ 
quired  in  the  light  of  present  day  con¬ 
ditions. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  insure 
adequate  supplies  of  sugar  by  broaden¬ 
ing  the  base  from  which  these  supplies 
are  obtained  and .  encourage  foreign 
countries  to  make  purchases  in  the 
United  States  by  adopting  a  new  for¬ 
mula  for  allocating  sugar  quotas  which 
takes  into  account  their  foreign  trade 
relationships  with  the  United  States.  It 
is  a  4-year  proposal. 

For  many  years,  our  sugar  legislation 
has  given  a  virtual  monopoly  of  the  for¬ 
eign  share  of  the  U.S.  sugar  market  to 
one  country.  This,  in  itself,  represents 
a  basic  weakness  in  the  present  sugar 
law  since  it  is  conducive  to  monopolistic 
manipulation  of  prices  and  to  predatory 
competition  on  the  world  market. 

A  wholly  disproportionate  share  of  the 
U.S.  quota  in  the  hands  of  a  single  coun¬ 
try,  and  I  refer  of  course  to  Cuba,  has 
enabled  that  country  to  use  the  premium 
paid  by  U.S.  consumers  to  subsidize  sales 
to  Russia  and  to  Red  China  and  other 
Iron  Curtain  countries  at  prices  beneath 
the  world  market  price;  in  fact,  at  prices 
beneath  the  cost  of  production  in  Cuba. 

In  my  opinion,  the  Congress  simply 
must  face  up  to  the  fact  that  the  time 
has  come  to  reduce  the  Cuban  monopoly 
of  our  foreign  sugar  supply.  I  believe 
I  have  been  rather  candid  in  my  criti¬ 
cism  of  the  present  regime  in  Cuba. 
What  I  say  with  respect  to  proposed 
changes  in  the  Sugar  Act,  however,  would 
be  true  regardless  of  who  happened  to 
be  in  power  there.  This  particular  state¬ 
ment  is  not  intended  at  this  time  in 
criticism  of  the  present  Government  of 
Cuba. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  effectu¬ 
ate  certain  much  needed  reforms.  It  is 
not  politically  motivated  and  it  is  not 
a  measure  against  Cuba,  as  I  said,  al¬ 
though  I  am  in  my  mind  not  certain 
that  some  measures  should  not  be  taken 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  U.S.  in¬ 
vestors  in  the  Republic  of  Cuba. 

The  New  York  Times  of  March  5,  1960, 
reported  a  speech  by  Maj.  Ernesto 
Guevara,  president  of  the  National  Bank 
of  Cuba,  made  at  Havana  University,  in 
which  Major  Guevara  stated  that  the 
premium  paid  by  the  United  States  for 


9091 

\ 

1  Cuban  sugar  amounted  to  “economic  en¬ 
slavement.”  According  to  the  New  York 
Times: 

Major  Guevara  charged  that  the  United 
States  “gave  us  an  apparent  gift”  of  a 
:  higher  price,  but  demanded  In  exchange 
“preferred  tariffs  for  their  manufactured 
products,  making  it  Impossible  for  native 
,  products  or  the  manufacturers  of  other 
;  countries  to  compete.” 

This  statement  was  made  in  face  of  the 
fact  that  in  addition  to  the  premium 
price  which  Cuba  receives  for  sugar,  of 
,5  Vz  cents  a  pound,  when  the  world  price 
is  nearly  3  cents  a  pound,  Cuba  enjoys 
a  20  percent  tariff  preference  on  sugar 
imports  to  the  United  States. 

The  United  Press  International  re¬ 
ported  from  Havana  on  March  20,  1960, 
that  the  same  Major  Guevara  had  stated: 

The  great  friend  of  Cuba  is  the  U.S.S.R. 

I  could  multiply  many  times  the  hos¬ 
tile  and  inflammatory  statements 
against  the  United  States  made  by  lead¬ 
ers  of  the  present  Cuban  regime.  This 
is  not  my  purpose,  however.  The  bill 
which  I  have  introduced  is  in  no  sense  a 
reprisal  against  Cuba.  It  is  a  very  con¬ 
servative  bill.  It  is  an  attempt  to  cor¬ 
rect  certain  basic  deficiencies  in  existing 
law  in  a  way  which  will  make  the  law 
work  better  while  at  the  same  time  recog¬ 
nizing  the  equities  of  our  own  domestic 
industry  and  of  friendly  foreign  nations. 

In  brief,  the  proposal  would  make  the 
following  changes  in  the  existing  sugar 
law. 

It  would  restrict  Cuba’s  quota  to  the 
basic  quota  established  for  Cuba  under 
the  1956  act.  The  incremental  quotas 
accruing  to  Cuba  by  virtue  of  the  growth 
of  the  U.S.  market  since  1956,  some 
310,695  tons,  would  be  distributed  among 
domestic  U.S.  suppliers  and  friendly  for¬ 
eign  suppliers. 

Of  this  amount  my  bill  would  dis¬ 
tribute  200,000  tons  to  the  domestic  pro¬ 
ducing  areas,  of  which  150,000  tons  would 
go  to  the  beet-producing  areas  and  50,000 
tons  to  the  mainland  cane-producing 
areas.  This  is  the  same  allocation  to 
the  domestic  areas  as  made  in  the  bills 
introduced  by  my  distinguished  col¬ 
leagues,  the  senior  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett]  and  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]. 

The  remaining  110,695  tons  would  be 
distributed  among  other  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers  including  new  countries  seeking 
to  enter  the  U.S.  market  for  the  first 
time,  on  the  basis  of  an  index  which 
takes  into  account  their  average  annual 
purchases  from  the  United  States  as  well 
as  their  existing  statutory  quotas,  if  any, 
in  the  U.S.  market.  I  think  it  is  ex¬ 
tremely  important  to  establish  in  the 
Sugar  Act  a  trade  principle  as  a  basis  for 
administering  the  distribution  of  foreign 
sugar  quotas.  I  certainly  believe  in  a 
policy  of  buying  from  the  people  who  buy 
from  us  insofar  as  it  is  economically 
feasible  to  do  so. 

At  the  same  time  this  criterion,  as  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  bill  is  tempered  by  taking 
into  account  to  an  equal  degree  the  ex¬ 
isting  statutory  quotas  enjoyed  by  for¬ 
eign  sugar  suppliers,  so  that  adjust¬ 
ments  are  not  made  entirely  on  the  basis 
of  trade;  although  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  it  is  my  hope  that  eventually 


9092 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


we  can  arrive  at  a  formula  by  which 
the  sugar  quotas  granted  to  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers  will  be  based  entirely  on  the  basis 
of  the  relationship  which  the  amount  of 
purchases  which  each  country  seeking 
a  sugar  quota  has  made  in  the  United 
States  bears  to  all  the  purchases  made 
by  countries  seeking  sugar  quotas. 

The  underlying  formula  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  represents  a  weighted 
average  of  the  statutory  sugar  quotas 
and  trade  with  the  United  States  as  a 
reasonable  and  rational  means  of  dis¬ 
tributing  quotas  among  friendly  for-' 
eign  nations. 

It  should  be  noted  that  after  this  dis¬ 
tribution  is  made  Cuba  is  still  left  with 
the  lion’s  share  of  foreign  participation 
in  the  U.S.  market.  It  would  still  en¬ 
joy  a  quota  of  more  than  2,800,000  tons 
which  is  almost  three  times  the  quota 
of  the  next  largest  foreign  sugar  sup¬ 
plier,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
and  almost  five  times  the  quotas  of  all 
of  the  full-duty  countries  combined. 

When  it  is  realized  that  a  quota  of 
2,800,000  tons  represents  a  premium  to 
Cuba  over  average  world  market  prices 
in  the  amount  of  approximately  $140 
million  per  annum,  it  is  clear  that  the 
proposed  legislation  is  not  a  reprisal 
against  Cuba.  The  second  basic  change 
which  would  be  made  by  the  proposed 
bill  would  be  to  remove  from  Cuba  its 
present  share  in  the  future  growth  of 
the  U.S.  market. 

The  Cuban  share  of  the  growth  in  the 
U.S.  sugar  market  presently  amounts  to 
approximately  30  percent.  The  bill 
would  distribute  one-third  of  that 
growth  to  new  areas  in  the  continental 
United  States  for  the  production  of  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  beet  or  mainland  cane. 

There  are  many  areas  in  the  United 
States  in  such  States  as  Washington 
and  Idaho,  and  other  Western  States 
which  are  ideally  situated  for  the  grow¬ 
ing  of  sugar  beets  and  there  is  no  reason 
why  these  areas  should  be  foreclosed 
from  our  demestic  markets.  At  the  same 
time  in  the  State  of  Louisiana  and  my 
own  State  of  Florida  there  are  persons 
who  are  ready,  willing,  and  able  to  pro¬ 
duce  additional  mainland  cane  if  af¬ 
forded  the  opportunity.  The  bill  would 
afford  that  opportunity. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  set 
aside  10  percent  of  Cuba’s  present  share 
of  the  U.S.  market  growth  for  distribu¬ 
tion  among  the  producers  of  sugar  in  the 
various  States  throughout  the  Union. 

On  the  basis  of  the  annual  growth  ex¬ 
perience  over  the  past  several  years  this 
would  provide  quotas  of  15,000  tons  per 
annum  for  distribution  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  new  and  additional 
acreage  in  the  manner  I  have  just  in¬ 
dicated. 

Such  new  areas  would  be  given  quotas 
equivalent  to  60,000  tons  in  the  fourth 
year  of  operation  of  this  legislation. 
Cumulatively  over  the  entire  operation 
of  the  bill,  it  would  enable  such  areas  to 
6ell  in  the  U.S.  market  a  total  of  150,000 
tons.  I  submit  that  this  is  a  very  sig¬ 
nificant  contribution  to  the  development 
of  new  domestic  sugar  industry. 
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The  remaining  portion  of  Cuba’s  share 
of  the  growth  would  be  distributed 
among  other  foreign  suppliers  including 
not  only  present  suppliers  but  also  new 
countries  seeking  to  enter  the  U.S.  mar¬ 
ket  for  the  first  time.  This  distribution 
also  would  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an 
index  derived  from  average  annual  pur¬ 
chases  from  the  United  States  over  the 
past  4  years  and  existing  statutory 
quotas.  For  the  first  time,  it  would  also 
give  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  a 
share  in  the  growth  of  the  U.S.  market. 
The  new  countries  included  for  a  share 
in  U.S.  market  growth  by  virtue  of  this 
reform  would  include  Brazil,  Colombia, 
El  Salvador,  Ecuador,  and  Guatemala. 

None  of  those  countries  has  any  quota 
in  the  U.S.  market  at  present.  Also,  the 
Philippines,  by  virtue  of  the  growth  fac¬ 
tor,  would  be  given  an  additional  quota. 

The  third  basic  change  would  be  to 
give  the  President  power  to  further  re¬ 
duce  the  quota  of  Cuba  in  any  calendar 
year  when  he  finds  and  proclaims  that 
such  action  is  necessary  in  the  public 
interest  or  to  insure  an  adequate  sup¬ 
ply  of  sugar.  Any  reduction  so  made 
would  be  effective  only  for  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  President  made  such  a 
finding,  and  would  not  change  perma¬ 
nent  quotas.  The  replacement  purchases 
would  be  distributed  65  percent  to  do¬ 
mestic  sugar-producing  areas  and  35 
percent  to  foreign  sugar -producing 
areas. 

The  fourth  major  change  is  a  reform 
of  the  deficit  allocation  provisions. 

The  bill  allots  to  the  domestic  beet 
sugar  areas  and  the  mainland  cane 
sugar  areas  any  deficits  derived  from 
Hawaii.  This  is  the  same  as  provided 
in  the  proposals  introduced  by  Senators 
..Bennett  and  Ellender. 

It  allots  to  all  foreign  suppliers  except 
Cuba  deficits  derived  from  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

The  deficit  allocations  to  the  foreign 
countries  again  take  in  new  suppliers  and 
are  again  based  on  an  index  of  the  4- 
year  purchases  of  all  of  these  suppliers 
from  the  United  States  and  their  existing 
quotas.  Moreover,  the  proposal  would 
insure  that  each  of  these  new  suppliers  is 
permitted  to  make  sugar  sales  in  the 
United  States  of  at  least  5,000  tons 
annually. 

Finally  the  bill  would  reduce  the 
amount  of  direct  consumption  sugar 
which  may  be  imported  from  Cuba  from 
375,000  tons  to  75,000  tons.  While  this 
provision  will  have  no  effect  upon  the 
amount  of  sugar  Cuba  can  otherwise  sell 
in  the  U.S.  market,  it  will  insure  that  at 
least  300,000  tons  of  additional  sugar 
imported  into  the  United  States  come  in 
in  lt&w  form  and  be  refined  in  the  United 
States  by  U.S.  refineries. 

I  have  heard  it  said  that  any  measures 
which  would  tend  to  diminish  the  Cuban 
share  of  the  market,  even  conservatively, 
might  lead  to  a  sugar  shortage  in  the 
United  States.  Nothing  could  be  further 
from  the  truth.  The  fact  is  that  as  of 
the  beginning  of  this  year  there  was  in 
this  hemisphere  alone,  available  for  ex¬ 
port,  at  least  4  million  tons  of  sugar,  not 
considering  Cuba,  and  this  quantity  is 
rising  rapidly. 


The  following  is  a  recapitulation  of  the 
export  capacity  of  these  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere  countries  and  the  Philippines  at 
the  beginning  of  the  present  harvest 
season: 

Sugar  available  for  export,  1960 
[Thousand  short  tons,  raw  value] 


Country: 

Argentina _ 368 

Brazil _ _ 1,227 

Costa  Rica _  5 

Dominican  Republic _ 930 

Guatemala _  5 

Haiti _  58 

Mexico _  589 

Nicaragua _  5 

Panama _  5 

Peru _ 638 

Philippines _ _ _  282 


Total . .  4, 112 


These  figures  were  compiled  from  the 
Statistical  Bulletin  of  the  International 
Sugar  Council  and  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  publication  entitled  “For¬ 
eign  Crops  and  Markets,”  dated  Febru¬ 
ary  25,  1960. 

The  proposal  is  a  relatively  conserva¬ 
tive  bill.  It  reduces  Cuba’s  share  of  the 
U.S.  market  by  less  than  10  percent. 
Yet  it  embraces  much  needed  reform  in 
existing  law  to  cope  with  present-day 
conditions. 

If  the  changes  suggested  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  are  not  adopted  and 
the  present  law  is  extended,  as  has  been 
proposed,  then  Cuba  in  a  single  year 
would  benefit  by  additions  to  quotas  of 
approximately  195,000  tons  or  in  pecu¬ 
niary  terms,  would  be  given  an  additional 
subsidy  of  $9,750,000  in  the  first  year  of 
the  extension. 

That,  of  course,  is  in  addition  to  the 
roughly  $387  million  a  year  which  Cuba 
gets  from  us  by  the  sale  of  some  3,100,000 
tons  as  her  regular  quota  in  the  domestic 
market.  Assuming  a  4-year  extension  of 
the  present  act  and  a  continuation  of 
present  deficits,  these  additions  to  Cuban 
sales  would  amount  to  approximately 
1  million  tons,  or  an  additional  monetary 
premium  or  subsidy  in  the  amount  of 
approximately  $50  million. 

Under  existing  law,  unless  corrective 
measures  are  taken,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  will  be  forced  to  allot  to  Cuba 
this  summer  an  addition  to  its  regular 
quota  in  an  amount  of  about  150,000  tons 
as  a  result  of  deficits  in  Puerto  Rican 
production. 

I  suggest  that  it  would  be  intolerable 
for  us  to  continue  along  this  path,  espe¬ 
cially  in  view  of  current  circumstances 
in  Cuba.  It  is  a  path  which  is  not  only 
manifestly  unfair  to  U.S.  interest,  but  is 
also  unfair  to  other  friendly  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers  as  well. 

The  measure  that  I  have  proposed 
would  result  in  a  more  equitable  division 
of  the  foreign  share  of  our  sugar  supply 
among  many  friendly  foreign  countries 
and  still  leave  Cuba  with  about  30  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  U.S.  market. 

Assuming  that  deficits  continue  to  run 
at  approximately  the  same  average  an¬ 
nual  figure  as  in  1959,  and  the  growth 
of  U.S.  consumption  continues  to  rise  at 
an  average  of  150,000  tons  per  annum. 


1960 
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the  proposed  bill  would  result  in  the  fol 
lowing  tonnages  for  the  year  1961: 


Domestic  areas: 

Domestic  beet _  2,  349,  243 

Mainland  cane _ ^ _  726,  940 

Hawaii _  999,  199 

Puerto  Rico _  987,  090 

Virgin  Islands _  16,  528 

New  areas _  15,  000 


Total _  5,  094,  000 


Cuba _  2,  808,  960 

Philippines _  1,017,360 


Total _  3,  826,  310 


With  respect  to  Cuba  and  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  Cuba  does  not  pay  full  duty,  and 
the  United  States  has  a  separate  and  spe¬ 
cial  treaty  with  the  Philippines. 


Full-duty  countries : 

Brazil _  46,  688 

Colombia _  25,  816 

Costa  Rica _  11,239 

Dominican  Republic _  119,  013 

Ecuador _  4,  943 

El  Salvador _  4,  943 

Guatemala _ 8,  231 

Haiti _  14,  707 

Mexico _  167,  251 

Nicaragua _  25,  578 

Panama _  15,  084 

Peru -  163,211 

Taiwan _  17,  831 

Other  countries _ , _  5,417 


Total _  629,  690 


Grand  total _ _ _  9,  550,  000 


Brazil  certainly  deserves  a  quota. 
Brazil  has  been  and  continues  to  be  our 
friend.  Brazil  never  before  has  been 
privileged  to  sell  sugar  in  the  United 
States  on  a  quota  basis.  She  would  be 
provided,  in  the  proposed  legislation, 
With  a  quota  of  46,688  tons. 

Colombia  would  be  granted  a  quota 
for  the  first  time. 

Neither  Ecuador  nor  El  Salvador  has 
had  a  quota  previously.  Heretofore 
Guatemala  has  not  had  a  quota. 

Haiti’s  quota  heretofore  has  been  be¬ 
low  7,000  tons. 

Mexico  would  receive  a  sizable  in¬ 
crease.  Mexico  carries  on  a  large  trade 
with  the  United  States.  She  is  almost 
our  principal  customer  in  the  world.  So, 
based  on  her  trade  with  the  United 
States,  Mexico  would  be  entitled  to  a 
sizable  sugar  market  in  the  United 
States. 

This  distribution  would  represent  sig¬ 
nificant  increases  for  friendly  foreign 
sugar  suppliers.  For  example,  purchases 
from  Haiti  would  increase  from  7,000 
tons  in  1960  to  14,700  tons  in  1961;  Peru 
from  95,500  tons  to  163,200  tons;  Mexico 
from  65,000  tons  to  167,200  tons;  Taiwan 
from  3,600  tons  to  17,800  tons;  and  the 
Philippines  from  980,000  to  1,017,400 
tons. 

In  addition,  countries  not  presently 
sharing  at  all  in  the  market  would  be 
enabled  to  make  initial  sales  in  our  mar¬ 
ket  estimated  as  follows: 


Brazil - 46,  700 

Colombia _  25,  800 

Ecuador _  5,  000 

El  Salvador _  5,  000 

Guatemala _  8,  200 


Assuming  the  continuation  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  rate  of  deficits  and  of  growth  in 
the  U.S.  market,  these  areas  would 
enjoy  sales  in  the  United  States,  during 
the  first  year  of  the  bill,  amounting  to 
90,629  tons.  Based  on  the  same  as¬ 
sumptions,  their  sales  in  the  fourth  year 
would  be  116,624  tons,  and  cumulatively 
over  the  4-year  period  would  amount  to 
414,506  tons.  I  know,  from  my  recent 
visit  to  Latin  America,  this  assistance 
would  be  of  great  value  to  these  coun¬ 
tries,  and  would  make  many  friends  for 
the  United  States,  in  the  Central  Amer¬ 
ican  area  and  in  the  South  American 
area. 

In  conclusion  Mr.  President,  let  me 
reemphasize  what  the  proposed  bill 
would  accomplish. 

First.  It  would  grant  the  President 
power,  if  needed,  to  deal  with  special 
emergency  situations  which  might  be 
brought  about  as  a  result  of  the  present 
unsettled  situation  in  Cuba.  Obviously 
the  motivation  behind  that  request  by 
the  President  was  the  conditions  which 
have  developed  in  Cuba.  The  bill  would 
give  the  President  the  right  to  deal  with 
Cuba  in  any  way  he  wanted,  other  than 
to  increase  Cuba’s  quota  above  2,800,000 
tons.  But  the  bill  would  give  to  the 
President,  when  he  thought  it  was  in  the 
public  interest,  the  right  to  reduce  Cuba’s 
quota  to  any  point  he  thought  advisable, 
or,  if  necessary,  even  to  eliminate  it 
completely. 

Second.  It  would  extend  to  domestic 
producers  of  sugar  more  adequate  relief 
and  assistance  than  is  provided  for  under 
existing  law  or  in  the  proposals  as  in¬ 
troduced  by  my  distinguished  colleagues, 
the  senior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben¬ 
nett]  and  the  senior  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  The  proposal 
would  make  provision  for  the  addition  of 
new  domestic  beet  and  mainland  cane 
acreage,  by  allotting  one -third  of  the 
present  Cuban  share  in  U.S.  growth  for 
this  purpose.  This  would  provide  an 
additional  60,000  tons  of  quota  for  such 
domestic  areas  in  the  fourth  year  of  the 
bills’  operation;  and  cumulatively,  over 
the  life  of  the  bill,  150,000  tons  for  such 
new  areas  of  sugar  production.  It  would 
also  allot  to  domestic  sugar-producing 
areas  65  percent  of  any  reduction  the 
President  may  find  it  necessary  to  make 
in  the  present  Cuban  quota.  Under  the 
Ellender  and  Bennett  proposals,  all  of 
this  reduction  would  go  to  the  benefit  of 
foreign  suppliers. 

Third.  It  would  make  a  modest  reduc¬ 
tion  in  Cuba’s  present  U.S.  quota, 
amounting  to  less  than  10  percent  of  its 
present  sales  to  the  United  States,  while 
preserving  to  Cuba  approximately  30 
percent  of  the  U.S.  sugar  market. 

I  may  add  that  this  is  in  keeping 
with  the  general  philosophy  of  the  so- 
called  GATT  conference — the  General 
Agreement  on  Trade  and  Tariffs — to 
which  we  and  most  of  the  other  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world  belong,  whereby  it  was 
agreed,  in  all  those  conferences,  that  any 
one  country  can  reduce  by  10  percent 
the  permissive  quota  it  allows  other 
countries,  and  may  do  so  without  nego¬ 


tiating  a  new  treaty  with  such  country. 
This  may  be  done  with  respect  to  Cuba, 
thereby  staying  within  the  10-percent 
principle. 

Fourth.  It  would  increase  the  share  in 
our  sugar  market  of  many  friendly 
foreign  countries,  and  would  permit  en¬ 
try  into  that  market  of  five  new  sup¬ 
pliers  which  need  the  assistance  that  this 
trade  would  provide. 

Fifth.  It  would  decrease  the  amount 
of  direct  consumption  sugar  entering  our 
market,  thereby  increasing  the  amount 
to  be  refined  in  the  United  States  by 
U.S.  refineries. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  sincere  opinion 
that  the  bill  represents  a  vast  improve¬ 
ment  over  existing  law  and  pending 
sugar  legislation,  and  would  bring  about 
reforms  which  experience  under  present 
law  has  shown  to  be  urgently  required. 
It  would  also  serve  to  cement  friendly 
relations  with  a  great  number  of  foreign 
countries  which  need,  and  would  appre¬ 
ciate,  the  trade  which  this  bill  would 
afford. 

It  is  a  reasonable  proposal,  a  modest 
and  conservative  proposal,  and  a  pro¬ 
posal  which  is  in  the  national  interest 
of  the  United  States. 

I  sincerely  trust  that  the  Finance 
Committee  and  the  Senate  will  act 
promptly  and  favorably  on  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Can¬ 
non  in  the  chair) .  The  bill  will  be  re¬ 
ceived  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3508)  to  amend  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Smathers,  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 


\  ENROLLED  BILLS  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that\on  today,  May  9,  1960,  he  presented 
to  the.  President  of  the  United  States  the 
f  ollowmg  enrolled  bills : 

S.  722.  Vln  act  to  establish  an  effective  pro¬ 
gram  to  alleviate  conditions  of  substantial 
and  persistent  unemployment  in  certain 
economically,  depressed  areas;  and 

S.  1062.  An  Vet  to  amend  the  Federal  De¬ 
posit  Insurant  Act  to  require  Federal  ap¬ 
proval  for  mergers  and  consolidation  of  in¬ 
sured  banks.  \ 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  SMATHERS.\  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  SenateNstand  in  adjourn¬ 
ment  until  12  o’clock\noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  2 
o’clock  and  26  minutes  p.m.)  the  Senate 
adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Tuesday,  May 
10, 1960,  at  12  o’clock  meridian- 


NOMINATION 

Executive  nomination  received  by  the 
Senate  May  9, 1960:  \ 

Assistant  Attorney  General 
Robert  A.  Bicks,  of  New  York,  to  be  As¬ 
sistant  Attorney  General,  vice  Victor  R. 
Hansen,  resigned. 


No.  84 - 4 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Revelation^:  20:  Behold,  I  stand  at  the 
door  and  Jcnodk;  if  any  man  hears  my 
voice  and  opensfjie  door,  I  will  come  in, 
and  sup  with  himSnid  he  with  Me. 

Almighty  God,  wft^  art  the  source  and 
inspiration  of  the  truc^the  beautiful,  and 
the  good,  in  the  plans  £tnd  labors  of  this 
new  week,  may  we  be  receptive  and  re¬ 
sponsive  to  the  voice  and  leading  of  Thy 
divine  spirit,  seeking  to  bless  us  with  a 
happy,  a  useful,  and  more  abundant  life. 

We  are  bringing  unto  Thee  W  fears 
and  our  foreboding  thoughts  about  these 
days  in  which  we  are  living  and  ou\ap- 
prehensions  for  humanity,  earnestly  be¬ 
seeching  Thee  that  we  may  appropria 
by  faith  those  resources  of  spiritual  pow< 
er  and  poise  which  will  enable  us  to  re¬ 
main  strong  and  courageous. 

Grant  that  the  demons  of  hatred  and 
ill  will,  which  have  assailed  and  invaded 
the  life  of  the  nations  and  torn  apart 
their  unity,  may  be  driven  out  and  the 
heart  of  mankind  may  be  opened  to  give 
lodgment  to  the  blessed  spirit  of  the 
Pi'ince  of  Peace. 

Hear  us  in  His  name.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
Friday,  May  6,  1960,  was  read  and  ap¬ 
proved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  commu¬ 
nicated  to  the  House  by  Mr.  Ratchford, 
one  of  his  secretaries,  who  also  informed 
the  House  that  on  May  6, 1960,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  approved  and  signed  a  bill  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title: 

On  May  6,  1960: 

H.R.  8601.  An  act  to  enforce  constitution: 
rights,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Monday,  May  9,  1960 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title: 

S.  1062.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal  De¬ 
posit  Insurance  Act  to  provide  safeguards 
against  mergers  and  consolidations  of  banks 
which  might  lessen  competition  unduly  or 
tend  unduly  to  create  a  monopoly  in  the 
field  of  banking. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Can-ell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  a  hm  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title,  in  which  the /oncurrence  of 
the  House  is  requested: 

S.  3019.  An  act  to  provide  for  certain  pi¬ 
lotage  requirements  in  the  navigation  of 
TJ.S.  waters  of  the  /Great  Lakes,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  message/xlso  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  Massed,  with  amendments 
in  which  the  concun-ence  of  the  House 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following title: 

H.R..4o49.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act  of  1958  in  order  to  authorize 
free  or  reduced -rate  transportation  for  cer¬ 
tain  additional  persons. 


TOWARD  A  PROPER  USE  OF  MIS¬ 
SOURI  RIVER  WATER 

(Mr.  McGOVERN  asked  and  was  given 
pel-mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  some  star¬ 
tling  infoi-mation  which  I  recently  have 
received  from  the  Aimy  Engineers  and 
t\e  Department  of  Interior. 

le  facts  disclosed  to  me  forecasi 
seridus  -  consequences  for  my  State 
Soutn\Dakota  and  its  neighboring 
States  lh  the  Missouri  River  Basin/  As 
I  believe  ah  of  the  Members  of  this  body 
know,  the  nsmst  critical  difficulty  facing 
the  people  oRSouth  Dakota  today  is  the 
plight  of  ouK  agricultural  economy. 
Positive  and  aggressive  action  is  urgently 
needed  to  correct  \he  conditions  which 
are  making  it  impossible  for  the  family 
farmer  to  earn  a  fa/\return.  That  is 
why  I  have  joined  WithNx  number  of  my 
colleagues  in  spo/fsoringxegislation  de¬ 
signed  to  assure/fa rmers  a  rair  Pri°e  and 
to  halt  the  buildup  of  Ghyernment- 
owned  farm  surpluses. 

The  second  thi-eat  to  the  stressful 
developrn/mt  of  our  economy  is  the  im¬ 
proper  yuse  of  the  scarce  water  supply 
which/s  available  to  us. 

Tj/e  vei-y  sad  truth  is  that  there  is  n) 
nqm  for  us  to  be  burdened  with  either 
these  misfortunes.  When  we  remem - 
xered  how  the  farmer  fai-ed  before  1952, 
we  realize  that  to  a  very  large  extent  the 
fanner’s  present  predicament  results 
from  the  ill  advised  policies  which  have 
been  followed  by  Mr.  Benson. 

I  am  son-y  to  report  that  our  water 
problems  are  likewise  aggravated  by  the 
unwise  management  of  the  waters  of 
the  Missouri  River  by  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

These  agencies  have  performed  a 
supex*b  construction  job  in  building  the 
projects  which  were  so  wisely  authorized 
by  Congress.  The  projects  are  of  un¬ 
told  benefit  to  the  people  of  the  Missouri 
Basin.  Only  recently  they  have  pre¬ 
vented  millions  of  dollars  in  property 
losses  and  the  loss  of  many  lives  when 
the  lower  basin  suffered  from  one  of  the 
greatest  floods  on  record.  But  despite 
this  outstanding  record  in  the  field  of 
construction,  both  of  these  agencies  have 
permitted  waste  in  the  xxse  of  water, 
which  has  accumulated  in  resex-voirs 


made  possible  by  citizens  of  South/Da¬ 
kota  and  other  Upper  Missouri/Basin 
States  who  have  given  up  highly  pro¬ 
ductive  land.  Precious  water/ tored  in 
the  reservoirs  is  being  released  to  make 
possible  the  maintenance'  of  a  free 
flowing  9 -foot  navigatioiychannel  down¬ 
stream,  at  the  very  tijne  we  have  dire 
need  for  that  water  iivour  State. 

We  need  the  wate/ for  many  pui-poses. 
Last  year  was  one  of  our  driest  years 
on  record.  Mover  and  more  farmers  will 
have  to  turn  to/ supplemental  irrigation. 
With  the  passage  of  the  Conservancy 
District  Aci/of  1959,  great  steps  forward 
will  be  ta/en  in  the  developments  of  the 
South  Dakota  irrigation  program.  Qur 
progra/sive  Governor,  the  Honorable 
Ralph  Herseth,  highlighted  these  steps 
iix/his  recent  appearance  before  the 
louse  Appropriations  Subcommittee. 

We  need  more  water  for  domestic  and 
municipal  use.  We  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  attract  new  industries  to  our 
State  unless  we  are  able  to  provide  them 
with  an  adequate  supply  of  the  quality 
of  water  they  need.  Foi-tunately,  water 
in  sufficient  quantities  to  take  care  of 
these  needs  can  be  stored  in  the  reser- 
voix-s  on  the  mainstem  of  the  Missouri. 
Unfortunately,  the  waters  have  not  been 
permitted  to  accumulate  in  sufficient 
quantities  to  fill  those  reservoirs  to  the 
desired  levels  because  the  engineei's  have 
insisted  in  releasing  the  water  for  down- 
steam  navigation  purposes. 

In  addition  to  the  water  uses  I  have 
referred  to  previously,  our  economy  re¬ 
ceives  a  great  impetus  from  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  the  low-cost  electi-ic  power  and 
energy  which  is  generated  at  the  dams 
which  back  up  the  water  in  the  reservoirs 
on  the  Missouri.  If  it  were  not  for  this 
hydropower,  a  large  percentage  of  South 
)akota  farms  would  never  have  enjoyed 
ie  blessings  of  electricity  because  they 
arAlocated  in  such  sparsely  settled  areas 
ancPbecause  our  costs  of  steam  genera¬ 
tion  a*e  so  high.  If  we  could  avail  our¬ 
selves  ol  greater  quantities  of  this  low- 
cost  electricity  we  could  develop  much 
new  industr 

But  here  i^Swhat  is  happening:  Of  the 
appx-oximately\l,600,000  killowatts  of 
electric  generatxhg  capacity  installed  at 
those  dams,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
has  allocated  less  than  1  million  kilo¬ 
watts  to  be  sold  as  finrNpower.  To  a  con¬ 
siderable  extent  this  is\he  i-esult  of  the 
water  being  released  at  the  wrong  times 
for  downstream  navigatiorx\  As  a  result, 
our  farmers  and  other  usex^  of  that 
power  are  going  to  have  to  obtain  almost 
one-fourth  of  their  electricity  fi-om  other 
soui-ces  at  an  additional  cost  of  several 
millions  of  dollars  per  year. 

Now  for  the  distributing  information 
I  referred  to  at  the  beginning  of  my  reV 
marks.  In  answer  to  an  inquiry  from' 
me,  General  Barney  of  the  Corps  of  En- 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  19,  1960 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (relating  to  ter- 

4  mination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is 

5  amended  by  striking  out  “1960”  in  each  place  it  appears 

6  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

7  Sec.  2.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to  the 

8  termination  and  refund  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal 

9  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1961” 

10  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

11  “1962”. 
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new  methods  of  controlling  insects  and  other  pests  of  plants  and 
as  to  avoid  pesticide  and  other  chemical  residues,  and  to  develop 
net hods  of  pest  control  which  will  not  create  residue  hazards. 


14.  COTTON.  The  AgHculture  Committee  reported  with/SMlndment  H.  R.  12115*  to  ex¬ 

tend  the  minimum\national  marketing  quota  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  to  the 
1961  crop  (H.  RepV.  1729),  and  with  amendment  H.  R,  11646,  to  amenpthe  act 
authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  collect  and  publish  statistics  of 
the  grade  and  staplexlength  of  cotton  by  defining  certain  offenses  in  connectior 
with  the  sampling  of  cotton  for  classification  and  providing  a/penalty  provi¬ 
sion  (H.  Rept.  1737).  \>.  10785 

15.  FRUITS  AND  NUTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  12341, 

relating  to  the  extension  of  the  existing  restrictions  op  imported  commodities 
to  lemons,  oranges,  figs,  dkes,  and  walnuts  (H,  Rept./73*)*  P*  10785 

16.  TREASURY-POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report 

on  this  bill,  H.  R.  10569,  and  agreed  to  insist  op7 its  disagreement  to  a 
Senate  amendment  to  limit  the  use\of  the  Congressional  frank,  pp.  10742-4 

17.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1892,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 

Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  Che  Norman  reclamation  project, 
Okla.  (pp.  10753-70).  Earlier  a  Rules\ Committee  resolution  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  bill  had  been  agreed  to  (p\.  ,10753-7). 

18.  INFORMATION.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committfedyreported  without  amendment  S.  Con. 

Res.  75,  favoring  the  active  participation  W  Federal  agencies  in  the  Fifth 
International  Congress  on  High-Speed/Photography  to  be  held  in  Washington,  D.  C. 
in  1960  (H.  Rept.  1733).  p.  10785 

19.  SUGAR;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT3 ; ■  LAND  GRANT  COLLEGES.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted 

to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  the  following  bill^:  p.  D486 
—  H.  R-  12311.  with  amendment,  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948; 

H.  R.  12420  (a  clean  billAntroducedlln  lieu  of  iK  R.  11049)  ,  to  treat  all 
basic  agricultural  commodities  alike  with  respect  to  njie  cost  of  remeasuring 
acreage  allotments; 

H.  R.  10876,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriatioii\for  resident  teaching 
grants  to  land  grant  institutions. 
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20.  SMALL  BUSINESS;  DEFENCE  PRODUCTION.  The  Banking  and  Currencj^Committee  voted  to 

report  (but  did  not/ actually  report)  the  following  bills:  p,\D486 

H.  R.  11207,  tp  amend  the  Small  Business  Act  so  as  to  autho^ze  an  additional 
$150,000,000  foi/loans  to  small  business,  and  to  make  other  technical  amendments 
in  the  act; 

1205X*  to  extend  the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950  for  2^dditional 

21.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  tU. 
ally  report)  H.  R.  9999,  granting  the  consent  and  approval  of  Congress 
Northeastern  Water  and  Related  Land  Resources  Compact,  p.  D488 

\ 

12,  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep.  Patman  inserted  and  commented  on  a  letter  dealing  with 
in/erest  rates,  and  one  dealing  with  payment  of  the  national  debt,  pp.  10772* 


23.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Rep.  Widnall  inserted  a  comparison  between  two  depressed  are. 

bills  pending  in  Congress  "that  are  supported  by  the  administration,  and  t 
recently  vetoed  depressed  areas  bill.  pp.  10781-2 

24.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  on  Thur. ,  June  2,  the  House 

will  consider  H.  R.  10572,  the  multiple  uses  forestry  management  bilU/and 
H.  R.  11761.  relating  to  the  consolidation  of  Farmers  Home  Administration  loan 
authority,  j>.  D486 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

25.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  McDowell  statiry'that  "the  family 
farmer  and  the  farsighted  labor  leader  both  have  an  enormou^,  but  often  un¬ 
recognized,  stake  in  l^ie  well-being  of  the  small  businessnjan,"  and  inserting 
a  letter  to  the  editor^of  Harper's  magazine  discussing  tyeix  article.  How 
Small  Business  Cuts  Its \hroat."  pp.  A4623-4 


26.  AMERICAN  SAMOA.  Extension  eft 
stitution  of  American  Samoa 


remarks  of  Sen.  Long, 
id  stating  that  "it  p] 


sfwaii,  inserting  the  con- 
Svides  a  legal  basis  for  a 


changing  society 


ii 


PP. 


A4624-8 


27,  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Porter  inserted  an  address  by  S.  L.  Descartes,  P.  R.,  Water 
Resources  Authority,  "Electric  Pow^:  Key  t/Progress  for  the  Underdeveloped 
Countries."  pp.  A4671-3 


BILLS  INTI 


JCED 


28.  SUGAR.  H.  R.  12461,  by  Rep.  Hoeven,  tp  ameW  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

for  1  year  and  to  authorize  Presidential  acoion  during  the  time  Congress  is  not 
in  session  if  such  action  is  in  the  national  interest  or  is  necessary  to  insure 
an  adequate  supply  of  sugar;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 

29.  SALINE  WATER.  H.  R.  12462,  by  itep.  Holifield,  to  expand  and  extend  the  saline 

water  conversion  program  undpr  the  direction  of  the\Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  provide  for  accelerated  /research,  development,  demonstration,  and  application 
of  practical  means  for  th?r  economical  production,  from\sea  or  other  saline 
waters,  of  water  suitable  for  agricultural,  industrial, 'municipal,  and  other 
beneficial  consumptive /uses;  to  Interstate  and  Foreign  Coteqmerce  Committee. 

30.  WILDLIFE.  H.  R.  124&J,  by  Rep.  King,  Utah,  to  provide  for  advance  consultation 

with  the  Fish  and  Aldlife  Service  and  with  State  wildlife  agencies  before  the 
beginning  of  any /Federal  program  involving  the  use  of  pesticide's  or  other 
chemicals  desigxied  for  mass  biological  controls;  to  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  Conmxttee. 

31.  PERSONNEL,  /ft.  R.  12466,  by  Rep.  Cohelan,  to  amend  the  Federal  Employees  Compen¬ 

sation  Act  to  make  benefits  more  realistic  in  terms  of  present  wages  rk^es,  to 
Education  and  Labor  Committee. 


32. 


COMPApt.  H.  R.  12467,  by  Rep.  McCormack,  granting  the  consent  and  approval 
Congress  to  the  northeastern  water  and  related  land  resources  compact;  to  Put 
Works  Committee. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  sugaf  bill.  House  passed  bills  to:  Extend 
minimum  national  quota  for  extra  long  staple  cotton;  extend  Defense  Production  Act. 
House  passed  over  agricultural  attache  /assignment  bill.  Senate  agreed  to  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  Treasury-Post  Office  a^propriatioii\bill.  Senate  subcommittee  ap¬ 
proved  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill 


* 


SENATE 

1.  TREASURY- POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Agreed  to\the  conference  report 
on  this  bill,  H.  R.  10569,  and  rejected,  by  a  vote  of  49  oo  25,  a  motion  by  Sen. 
Robertson  to  recede  from  one  amendment  in  disagreement.  Ag^esed  to  a  motion  by 
Sen.  Williams,  Dely^  to  insist  upon  its  position  on  the  amenuqient  in  disagree¬ 
ment,  and  conferej/s  we  re  appointed  on  the  amendment,  pp.  11019<-32 

LABOR-HEW  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  mark e dr  up  and  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  this\bill,  H.  R. 
11390.  p.  ]/506 

3.  WOOL.  Thp  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  187\to  pro¬ 
vide  far  the  designation  of  the  month  of  September  1960,  as  National  Wool  Month 
(S.  Rp?pt .  1509).  p.  10998 

A.  PUBIpC  WORKS;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
R.  7634,  to  authorize  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 


public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation  and  flood  control  (S.  Rept. 
1524)  (p.  10998) .  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Public  Works  Committee  ^ 

^  "approved  a  new  Title  3  (relating  to  the  evaluation  of  recreational  benefits)" 
for  inclusion  in  this  bill  (p.  D507) . 

5.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Keating  inserted  an  address  by  Gov,  Rockefeller./N.  Y, ,  dis¬ 

cussing  the  economic  growth  potential  of  the  U,  S.,  and  stating  tjrtat  "We  must 
reorient  our  faihji  program  to  the  goal  of  useful  and  more  efficient  production, 

A  large  number  ofvlow-income  farmers  presently  account  for  onl\r  a  small  portion 
of  agricultural  output.  We  need  a  program  that  will  really  help  these  farmers 
to  increase  their  productiveness  by  finding  other  opportunities  with  greater 
rewards  to  themselves\and  to  the  national  economy.  Here,  too,  we  would  advance 
the  cause  of  economic  growth."  pp.  11099-13 

6.  POSTAL  RATES;  INFORMATION Sen.  Robertson  inserted  the/testimony  of  the  editor 

of  the  Southern  Planter  before  the  Senate  Post  Office' and  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittee  discussing  the  value  of  farm  papers  to  the  rural  population,  and  oppos¬ 
ing  a  proposed  postal  rate  increase  on  such  papers';  pp.  11015-6 

7.  RECLAMATION,  Agreed  to  S.  Con.  R^s.  109,  requesting  the  President  to  return  S. 

1392,  to  authorize  construction  of\the  Noxrman/  Olcla. ,  reclamation  project,  for 
a  correction  in  the  engrossed  copy  of  the  bill  (p.  11052),  The  resolution  had 
been  submitted  by  Sen.  Mansfield  earrler  (p,  10998). 

8.  ART  COUNCIL;  INFORMATION.  A  subcommittee)^  the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Com¬ 

mittee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  comnactee  S.  447,  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Federal  Advisory  Council  on  \he  Arts  to  assist  in  the  growth  and 
development  of  the  fine  arts.  p.  D507 


HOUSE 


9.  SUGAR.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  12311, ‘to  extend 
for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (H.  Rept.  1746).  p.  11093 

10.  PERSONNEL,  Passed  over  without  prejudice,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Gross,  H.  R. 

8074,  to  permit  the  assignment  of  agricultural  attaches\to  positions  in  the  U.  S, 
for  a  maximum  of  four  y^ars  without  reduction  in  grade.  >p.  11059 

Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendments  to  II.  R.  7577,  to  amencktitle  28  of  the  U.  S. 
Code  to  provide  for  the  defense  of  suits  against  Federal  employees  arising  out 
of  their  operation  pi  motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment.  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  11072-3 

Passed  without?  amendment  H.  R.  4271,  to  validate  the  salary  dverpayments  made 
to  certain  officers  and  employees  incident  to  the  salary  adjustment  provisions 
of  the  FederaV^ Employees  Salary  Increase  Act  of  1955.  pp.  11073-4 

Conferees/were  appointed  on  H.  R.  4283,  to  provide  that  certain  officers  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  appointed  by  the  President  and 
confirmed  A>y  the  Senate  shall  be  exempt  from  the  District  of  Columbia  Income 
and  Fratyzfliise  Tax  Act  of  1947.  Senate  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appoit 

p.  110£ 

11.  WATERSHEDS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  11615,  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection' 

anp  Flood  Prevention  Act  so  as  to  authorize  Federal  assistance  on  watershed 
projects  prior  to  the  acquisition  of  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way.  p.  110J 
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June  6,  1960. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12311] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  12311)  to  extend  for  1  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amend¬ 
ment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows :  At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  section: 

Sec.  3.  Section  204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 
(relating  to  proration  of  deficits)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“shall  not  be  reduced”  and  inserting  “may  be  reduced”. 

purpose  of  the  bill 

This  bill  extends  for  1  year  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
ashimendedy  without  any  change  other  than  that  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  which  will  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
adjust  downward  the  quota  for  a  calendar  year  of  any  area  which 
fails  tcTfill  its  quota  during  that  year.  The  amendment  would  become 
effective  immediately  upon  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  Sugar  Act  of  1948  superseded  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  operation 
of  which  had  been  suspended  during  the  war  and  immediate  postwar 
years.  Beginning  with  the  1948  act,  it  has  been  the  practice  of 
Congress  to  legislate  on  this  subject  for  4-year  periods:  From  1948  to 
1952,  from  1952  to  1956,  and  from  1956  to  1960.  The  fact  that  the 
act  is  by  this  bill  extended  for  only  1  calendar  year  (through  Dec.  31, 
1961)  is  to  be  taken  as  an  indication  of  congressional  policy  that  this 
is  not  an  appropriate  time  for  another  4-year  extension  but  that  the 
whole  act  should  be  reviewed  and  reconsidered  next  year  in  the  light 
of  conditions  in  sugar-producing  areas  at  that  time. 
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COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

Section  204  of  the  act  provides  for  the  proration  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  of  deficits  occurring  when  any  area  is  unable  to  fill  its 
full  quota.  If  any  area  is  unable  to  fill  the  deficit  assigned  to  it, 
such  deficit  may  be  reapportioned  to  other  areas.  It  will  be  noted 
that  the  statute  (sec.  204(b))  authorizes  the  apportionment  of  unfilled 
deficits  to  “such  countries  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such 
proration. ’  I  his  means  that  in  order  to  obt  ain  a  sufficient  amount 
of  sugar,  if  deficits  cannot  be  filled  by  any  countries  having  quotas 
under  the  act,  they  may  be  allocated  to  any  country  where  sugar  is 
available.  The  committee  amendment  would  permit  the  Secretary 
to  reduce  the  quota  of  any  area  for  any  calendar  year  by  the  amount 
of  its  deficit.  The  reduction  in  quota  would  be  effective  for  that 
calendar  year  only.  The  existing  language  of  the  statute  provides 
that  the  Secretary  “shall  not”  make  any  such  quota  reduction.  The 
amendment  would  change  the  words  “shall  not”  to  “may.” 

I  lie  effect  of  this  amendment,  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  existing 
authority  of  the  Secretary  to  dealers  and  reallocate  deficits,  is  to  give 
the  executive  branch  the  authority  it  has  requested  to  permit  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  sugar  quota  of  an  area  if  necessary  in  order  to  assure  an 
orderly  supply  of  sugar.  It  would  prevent  a  country  or  an  area 
which  had  failed  to  fill  its  quota  from  coming  in,  after  a  deficit  had 
been  allocated  elsewhere,  and  disorganizing  the  sugar  market  by 
shipping  in  supplies  up  to  its  full  quota. 

The  difference  between  this  and  the  administration’s  proposal  is 
that  under  the  provisions  of  the  administration  bill,  the  authority  to 
1  educe  quotas  would  be  vested  in  the  President  and  could  be  exercised 
at  his  discretion  “with  respect  to  anj7'  foreign  country  other  than  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines”  on  a  mere  finding  and  proclamation  by 
him  that  such  action  is  “in  the  national  interest  or  to  insure  adequate 
supplies  of  sugar.” 

There  is  no  requirement  that  action  taken  “in  the  national  interest” 
have  anything  to  do  with  sugar  supplies  nor  are  there  procedural 
safeguards  of  any  kind  to  assure  against  arbitrary  action,  or  the 
appearance  of  arbitrary  action,  on  the  part  of  the  President. 

Under  the  committee  amendment,  the  authority  would  exist  to 
reduce  quotas  and  to  obtain  sugar  from  outside  sources  should  it  1 
become  necessary,  but  that  authority  is  vested  in  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  may  be  exercised  by  him  only  for  economic  reasons 
related  directly  to  our  sugar  supply,  and  is  carried  out  under  procedures 
which  are  well  established  and  fully  understood  bv  all  of  the  areas 
participating  in  our  sugar  program. 

Section  204(a)  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  determine  from 
time  to  time  whether  the  various  producing  areas  will  be  able  to  fill 
their  quotas  and,  if  not,  to  declare  a  deficit  as  provided  by  law.  In 
making  that  determination  the  Secretary  takes  into  consideration 
“the  current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from  the 
acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugarbeets  planted,  the  normal  marketings 
within  a  calendar  year  of  new  crops  of  sugar,  and  other  pertinent 
factors.”  This  language  has  been  in  the  Sugar  Act  for  many  years 
and  has  been  frequently  -used.  Its  meaning  and  the  procedures 
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under  which  deficits  are  determined  and  reallocated  are  well  estab¬ 
lished.  It  provides  the  executive  branch  with  all  the  authority  it 
needs  to  assure  adequate  supplies  of  sugar  and,  in  connection  with 
the  above  amendment,  will  provide  all  the  authority  necessary  to 
prevent  deliberate  action  to  disrupt  the  sugar  program. 

NATIONAL  POLICY 

For  many  years  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  U.S.  Government — for 
defense  and  strategic  reasons — to  preserve  within  the  United  States 
the  ability  to  produce  a  substantial  portion  of  our  sugar  requirements. 
This  has  been  done  because  sugar  is  an  essential  and  vital  food  product 
needed  by  American  consumers,  the  supply  of  which  on  a  worldwide 
scale  has  been  marked  by  periods  of  alternating  scarcity  and  surplus. 

A  large  portion  of  the  world’s  sugar  is  grown  in  tropical  countries 
where  cheap  labor  is  abundantly  available.  An  additional  large 
portion  of  world  production  is  in  countries  which,  like  the  United 
States,  provide  protection  or  subsidy  to  their  sugar  producers. 

It  is  unlikely  that  a  significant  amount  of  sugar  would  be  grown  in 
the  continental  United  States  if  American  producers  had  to  compete 
on  the  open  world  market  with  sugar  produced  with  cheap  tropical 
labor  or  under  subsidy  in  other  countries. 

For  years,  protection  was  afforded  to  our  sugar  producers  solely 
through  the  tariff.  Although  the  tariff  did  assist  domestic  producers, 
it  still  left  them  exposed  to  the  price  fluctuations  of  the  world  sugar 
market.  It  also  increased  the  price  of  sugar  to  consumers  in  the 
United  States  without  assuring  them  of  adequate  foreign  sources  of 
supply. 

A  quota  system  which  prorated  domestic  consumption  among  pro¬ 
ducers  hi  the  United  States  and  a  number  of  foreign  countries  was 
developed  and  enacted  as  law  in  1934.  The  quota  system  was 
revised  in  1937  and  again  in  the  present  act  which  became  effective 
in  1948.  Since  initiation  of  the  quota  system,  the  tariff  on  sugar 
has  been  reduced  75  percent  and  now  represents  only  supplementary 
protection  to  the  sugar  industry. 

A  tax  of  0.5  cent  per  pound  is  imposed  on  all  sugar  manufactured 
or  imported  into  the  United  States.  Payments  are  made  to  domestic 
producers  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  at  a  rate  which  ranges  from  80 
cents  per  hundredweight  of  recoverable  sugar  produced  on  small 
farms  to  as  little  as  30  cents  per  hundredweight  of  production  in 
excess  of  30,000  tons  of  sugar  on  large  farms.  To  qualify  for  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  program,  producers  must  comply  with  production 
restrictions,  pay  fair  wages  to  workers,  and  not  employ  child  labor 
and,  if  they  are  also  processors,  pay  fair  prices  for  sugarcane  or  sugar 
beets. 

Income  to  the  Government  from  the  tax  on  sugar  has  been  very 
substantially  in  excess  of  the  amount  disbursed  as  payments  to 
domestic  growers  during  each  of  the  years  under  the  program.  In 
recent  years  the  income  from  the  tax  has  approximated  $90  million 
annually,  while  payments  to  growers  have  approximated  $65  m'llion. 

Since  1937  there  has  been  a  net  return  to  the  Treasury  of  over 
$400  million  in  the  difference  between  collections  on  the  sugar  excise 
tax  and  the  actual  cost  of  the  stabilization  progivjn. 
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BASIC  PURPOSES  OF  THE  SUGAR  ACT 

Basically,  the  Sugar  Act  is  intended  to  do  three  things:  (1)  Make  it 
possible,  as  a  matter  of  national  security,  to  produce  a  substantial 
part  of  our  sugar  requirements  within  continental  United  States  and 
to  do  this  without  the  consumer-penalizing  device  of  a  high  protective 
tariff;  (2)  assure  U.S.  consumers  of  a  plentiful  and  stable  supply  of 
sugar  at  reasonable  prices;  and  (3)  permit  nearby  friendly  foreign 
countries  to  participate  equitably  in  supplying  the  U.S.  sugar  market 
for  the  double  purpose  of  expanding  international  trade  and  assuring 
a  stable  and  adequate  supply  of  sugar. 

The  Sugar  Act  has  been  notably  successful  in  attaining  all  three  of 
these  major  objectives.  Under  its  protection,  approximately  one- 
third  ol  our  total  consumption  of  sugar  is  produced  by  growers  within 
the  continental  limits  ol  the  United  States  and  total  domestic  pro¬ 
duction  (including  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  fills 
5o  percent  ol  our  sugar  quota.  The  Sugar  Act  has  given  us  this  4 
secuiity  in  supplies  and  at  the  same  time  has  done  so  at  a  minimum  ® 
cost  to  the  consumer  and  taxpayer.  Retail  sugar  prices  in  the  United 
States  have  been  remarkably  stable  since  the  enactment  of  the  Sugar 
Act.  Up  to  the  present,  our  Sugar  Act  has  been  nearly  as  successful 
m  attaining  its  third  objective — the  sharing  of  part  of  our  market 
equitably  among  nearby  friendly  nations.  Cuba  furnishes  about  one- 
third  of  our  needs  and  the  Philippines  about  11  percent.  About  3 
percent  is  imported  from  other  foreign  countries. 

SUPPLY 

rl  able  1  below  shows  how  the  various  supplying  areas  have  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  U.S.  sugar  market  from  1900  through  1959.  It  will  be 
noted  that  since  1948,  all  areas  have  shared  equitably  in  the  expanding 
sugar  market  in  the  United  States.  The  lower  figures  for  some  areas 
in  the  past  2  or  3  years  have  resulted  from  production  difficulties. 

Table  2  shows  the  manner  in  which  quotas  have  been  distributed 
among  the  various  producing  areas  in  the  past  6  years.  Table  2(a) 
shows  the  final  quotas  for  1959  and  unfilled  balances,  if  any.  Final 
quotas  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  reflect  adjust-  * 
ments  for  deficits.  ■ 
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Table  1 . — Entries  and  marketings  of  sugar  in  continental  United  States  from  all 

areas,  1900  to  dale 


[1000  short  tons,  raw  value] 


Year  ■ 

Continental 
United  States 1  2 3 

Puerto 

Virgin 

Islands 

Philip¬ 

pines 

Other 

Total 

Beet 

Main¬ 

land 

cane 

Hawaii 

Rico 

Cuba  2 

coun¬ 

tries 

1900 _ _ _ 

2,413 

92 

312 

252 

36 

(') 

25 

353 

1,  343 
1,  435 
1,018 
900 

1901 _  _  _  .  . 

2, 963 

198 

364 

345 

69 

(i) 

2 

550 

1902 _  _  . 

2.  574 

233 

373 

360 

92 

(0 

492 

1903. _  .  _  _  _________ 

3, 143 

258 

278 

387 

113 

(0 

9 

1, 198 

1904.  .. 

3,023 

259 

415 

368 

130 

(1) 

31 

1,410 

410 

1905.  .__  _____  _ 

3, 118 

335 

390 

416 

136 

(0 

39 

1, 029 

773 

1906___  _ _  .  __  _  _  _ 

3,  359 

518 

273 

373 

205 

(0 

35 

1,  391 

564 

190/  __  _  _  _  _ 

3,  701 

496 

394 

411 

204 

(0 

13 

1,618 

565 

1908 _  ...  _ 

3,  331 

456 

415 

539 

235 

(') 

19 

1,  155 

512 

1909 _ _ 

3,  730 

548 

332 

511 

244 

0) 

42 

1,431 

622 

1910 _  _ 

3,789 

546 

355 

555 

285 

G) 

88 

1,  755 

205 

1911 _ _ 

3,801 

642 

361 

506 

323 

(0 

115 

1,674 

180 

1912 . . . . 

3,  927 

742 

163 

603 

367 

0) 

218 

1,593 

241 

1913 _  ..  _  . 

4,  382 

784 

301 

543 

383 

(>) 

102 

2, 156 

113 

1914.  .  .. 

4,431 

773 

247 

557 

321 

(') 

58 

2,  463 

12 

1915  __  _  _  _  _  ___ 

4,718 

5,000 

935 

139 

640 

294 

(') 

163 

2,392 

155 

1910 _ _  ....  . 

878 

311 

569 

425 

(') 

109 

2,575 

133 

1917 _  _  _  .  . 

4,  808 

819 

246 

581 

489 

6 

134 

2.  335 

198 

1918 _  _  .  .  . 

4,  430 

814 

285 

540 

336 

4 

87 

2,  280 

84 

1919 _  _  ... 

5,  352 

777 

122 

579 

364 

10 

88 

3,  343 

69 

1920 _  _ _ 

6,  337 

1, 165 

176 

550 

413 

13 

146 

2,  881 

993 

1921 _ _ _ 

5,412 

1.091 

327 

541 

469 

0 

165 

2,  590 

223 

1922 _  . 

6,  807 

722 

296 

568 

360 

6 

275 

4,  527 

53 

1923 _ _ 

5,  831 

943 

172 

519 

342 

2 

238 

3,  426 

189 

1924 _ _ _ 

6,  463 

1, 166 

90 

677 

393 

2 

339 

3,  692 

104 

1925 _ _  _ 

6.  934 

977 

142 

755 

600 

11 

493 

3,  923 

33 

1926 _  _ _ 

7,  024 

960 

48 

747 

559 

6 

380 

4,  280 

44 

1927 _  __ 

6.809 

1, 170 

72 

777 

574 

6 

531 

3, 650 

29 

1928 _ 

6,  691 

1, 135 

136 

878 

674 

11 

575 

3,  249 

33 

1929 _  . 

7,  587 

1,089 

218 

882 

507 

3 

711 

4,  149 

28 

1930 _ 

6,  683 

1,293 

215 

858 

809 

6 

794 

2,  645 

53 

1931 _ 

6, 727 

1,343 

206 

998 

796 

2 

872 

2,  482 

28 

1932 _ 

6,  303 

1,319 

160 

1,048 

940 

5 

1,028 

1,  791 

12 

1933--.  _____  _  __ 

6,  331 

1,366 

315 

990 

793 

5 

1,249 

1,  573 

40 

1934 _ 

6,574 

1,562 

268 

948 

807 

5 

1,088 

1,  866 

30 

1935 _  _  _ _ 

6,  277 

1,478 

319 

927 

793 

2 

917 

1,830 

11 

1936 _ 

6,833 

1,364 

409 

1,033 

907 

4 

985 

2, 102 

29 

1937 _ 

6,  860 

1,245 

491 

985 

896 

8 

991 

2, 155 

89 

1938 _  _ _ 

6,619 

1,448 

449 

906 

815 

4 

981 

1,941 

75 

1939 _ _ _ 

7,466 

1,809 

587 

966 

1,  126 

6 

980 

1. 930 

62 

1940 _ _ 

6,  443 

1,550 

406 

941 

798 

0 

981 

1,  750 

17 

1941  _  • _  _ 

8,009 

1,952 

411 

903 

993 

5 

855 

2,  700 

190 

1942 _ 

5,  555 

1,703 

407 

751 

836 

0 

23 

1,796 

39 

1943 _  .  . 

6,  466 

1,524 

460 

866 

642 

3 

0 

2,857 

114 

.1944--  ...... 

6,942 

1, 155 

515 

802 

743 

3 

0 

3,  618 

106 

1 1945 _  __  _ _ _ 

5,997 

1.043 

417 

740 

903 

4 

0 

2,  233 

87 

1946 _  .  . 

5, 657 

1,379 

445 

633 

867 

5 

0 

2.  282 

46 

1947 _ 

7,  759 

1,574 

383 

842 

969 

3 

0 

3,  943 

45 

1948 _ 

7,084 

1,656 

456 

714 

1,013 

4 

252 

2,  927 

62 

1949 _ 

7,  588 

1,487 

557 

769 

1.091 

4 

525 

3, 103 

52 

1950 _ 

8.  279 

1,749 

522 

1, 145 

1,053 

ii 

474 

3,  264 

61 

1951 ___  _  _ 

7,  758 

1,73(1 

457 

941 

959 

6 

706 

2,  946 

13 

1952 _ _ 

7,  991 

1.560 

579 

972 

983 

6 

860 

2,  980 

51 

1953  -. _ _  _  ___  __ 

8,282 

1,749 

513 

1,087 

1, 118 

12 

932 

2,  760 

111 

1954 _ 

8.  240 

1.802 

501 

1.040 

1.082 

10 

974 

2.718 

113 

1955___  _  __  __ 

8,  396 

1,797 

500 

1,052 

1.080 

10 

977 

2,  862 

118 

195(5 _  __  __ 

8,  992 

1,955 

601 

1,091 

1,135 

13 

982 

3,  089 

126 

1957 _  __ 

8,  916 

2,066 

636 

1,037 

912 

15 

906 

3,  127 

217 

1958 _ 

9,  076 

2,240 

680 

630 

823 

6 

980 

3.  438 

279 

1959 _  _ 

9,240 

2,  241 

578 

977 

958 

12 

930 

3,  215 

279 

1  Data  on  fiscal  year  basis  1900-18;  calendar  year  basis  1919  to  date. 

2  Crop  year  production  1900-30. 

3  Exdudes  suear  imported  for  foreign  claimants  as  follows:  1942, 144,000  tons;  1943,  440,000  tons;  1944,  202,000 
tons;  1945.  337.000  tons;  1946,  368,000  tons;  1947,  230,000  tons. 
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Table  2. — Basic  and  adjusted  sugar  quotas ,  1954-59 
[Short  tons,  raw  value] 

BASIC  QUOTAS— FINAL 


Area 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959  i 

Domestic: 

Domestic  beet  _.  . . 

Mainland  cane _ 

■  Hawaii  _ 

Puerto  Rico _ „ 

Virgin  Islands _ 

Total,  domestic  areas _ 

Foreign: 

Philippines . . . . 

Cuba _ 

Other  foreign _ _ 

Total,  foreign  areas . 

Grand  total _ 

1, 800, 000 
500,000 
1, 052, 000 
1,080,000 
12, 000 

1, 800, 000 
500, 000 
1,  052, 000 
1, 080, 000 
12, 000 

1, 953, 952 
601,250 
1,  090,  496 
1, 140,  253 
15,  549 

1, 948, 357 
599,  528 
1, 087,  373 
1, 136,  987 
15,  505 

1, 998, 717 
615,024 
1, 115,  479 
1, 166, 375 
15, 905 

2,021,098 
621,  912 
1, 127, 970 
1,  179,  437 
16,083 

4,  444, 000 

4, 444, 000 

4,  801,  500 

4,  787,  750 

4,  911,  500 

4, 966, 500 

974,  000 
2,  718,  720 
113, 280 

977,  000 
2, 859, 840 
119, 160 

980,  000 
3, 089,  760 
128,  740 

980,000 
2,  993,  897 
213,  353 

980, 000 
3,060, 475 
248, 025 

980,000 
3, 090, 065 
263, 435 

3, 806,  000 

3, 956,  000 

4, 198, 500 

4, 187,  250 

4, 288, 500 

4, 333, 500 

8,  250,  000 

8, 400,  000 

9, 000, 000 

8, 975, 000 

9,200,000 

9, 300, 000 

ADJUSTED  QUOTAS— FINAL 


Domestic: 

Domestic  beet . . 

1,  803, 099 
500, 861 
1,043,000 
1, 081, 859 
10, 500 

1, 800, 000 
500, 000 
1, 052, 000 
1,080,000 
12,  000 

1,  955,  401 
601,  696 
1,091,305 
1,141,098 
12, 000 

2,  070,  694 
637, 172 
1, 060, 000 
920, 000 
14,  753 

2,  292,  488 
720,  805 
700, 000 
815,  000 
6, 100 

2,  225, 264 
684,  735 
977,  970 
969, 875 
12, 405 

Mainland  cane . 

Hawaii _ _ 

Puerto  Rico  _ _ 

Virgin  Islands _  . 

Total,  domestic  areas _ 

Foreign: 

Philippines . . . 

4, 439, 319 

4,444,000 

4,  801,  500 

4,  702, 619 

4, 534, 393 

4, 870, 249 

974, 000 
2, 723, 401 
113, 280 

977,  000 
2,  859,  840 
119, 160 

980, 000 
3, 089, 760 
128,  740 

930, 000 
3, 127, 028 
215,  353 

980, 000 
3,  437,  582 

2  279,  304 

980, 000 
3, 186, 316 
263, 435 

Cuba.  ..  ..  _ 

Other  foreign  _ _  . 

Total,  foreign  areas _ 

Grand  total _ 

3,  810,  681 

3, 956, 000 

4, 198, 500 

4,  272,  381 

2  4, 696, 886 

4,  4,29,  751 

8, 250, 000 

8, 400, 000 

9, 000, 000 

8, 975, 000 

2  9, 231, 279 

9, 300, 000 

1  As  announced  Sept.  3,  1959. 

2  This  is  31,279  tons  larger  than  “basic,”  above,  because  Peru  acceded  to  the  International  Sugar  Agree¬ 
ment  in  November  1958.  This  entitled  Peru  to  enter  its  full  basic  proration  for  the  year  even  though  the 
difference  between  her  basic  proration  and  the  nonmernber  limit  pursuant  to  the  agreement  had  been 
prorated  to  other  full  duty  countries  before  her  accession  occurred, 
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Table  2(a). — Status  of  1959  sugar  quotas  as  of  Dec.  81,  1959 


Area 

Quota 

Credit  for 
drawback 
of  duty 

Charge  to 
offset  to 
of  duty  1 

quota  and 
drawback 

Unfilled  balance 

Total 

Direct  con¬ 
sumption  2 

Total 

Direct  con¬ 
sumption 

Short  tons,  raw  value 

Domestic  beet _ _ _ 

2, 267, 665 

2,  242,  000 

25  665 

Mainland  cane _ _ 

697, 783 

600,  000 

Q7  783 

Hawaii3...  _  . 

977, 970 

976  852 

21  574 

Puerto  Rico 3 _ _ _ _  . 

969.  875 

4  957,  580 

138^  919 

1  ?’  9Q5 

242 

Virgin  Islands  3 6 _  _  . . 

12,  405 

12,  302 

103 

Republic  of  the  Philippines... 

980, 000 

0 

980,  000 

31,  464 

0 

50 

Cuba  ...  .... 

3.215,  457 

3.266 

3,  218,  723 

375,  771 

0 

6  0 

Other  foreign  countries _ 

278, 845 

2, 144 

280,  812 

65,  748 

177 

177 

Total . . 

9,  400,  000 

5,410 

9, 268, 269 

633,  476 

137, 141 

1,537 

Details  of  other  foreign  coun- 

tries: 

Peru _  _ 

95,  527 

1,107 

96,  634 

10,  094 

0 

0 

Dominican  Republic _ 

81,  457 

903 

82, 360 

8,  983 

0 

0 

Mexico _ 

64,  809 

83 

64,  892 

16.  341 

0 

0 

Nicaragua _ ...  ... 

14,  027 

0 

14, 027 

10,  778 

0 

0 

Haiti.  . . . 

7,014 

11 

6,  862 

3,  515 

163 

163 

Netherlands _  . 

3.731 

0 

3,730 

3,  730 

1 

5  1 

China _ _ 

3.  624 

0 

3,  611 

3,  611 

13 

5 13 

Panama  ...  . . 

3.  624 

40 

3,664 

3,  664 

0 

0 

Costa  Rica _ 

3,  616 

0 

3,  616 

3, 616 

0 

0 

Canada _  .  . 

631 

0 

631 

631 

0 

50 

United  Kingdom . . 

516 

0 

516 

516 

0 

0 

Belgium.  . . 

182 

0 

182 

182 

0 

0 

British  Guiana _ _ 

84 

0 

84 

84 

0 

0 

Hong  Kong . 

3 

0 

3 

3 

0 

'0 

Total . . . 

278,  845 

2, 144 

280, 812 

«  65,  748 

177 

177 

Wine  gallons  of  72  percent  total  sugar  content 

Liquid  sugar: 7 

Cuba. . . . 

7,  970,  558 

7,  970,  558 

5  0 

Dominican  Republic 

830,  894 

'  830'  894 

o 

British  West  Indies. _ 

300, 000 

0 

300, 000 

1  These  data  include  the  following:  (a)  Domestic  beet  and  mainland  cane  sugar  partly  estimated;  and 
(ft)  all  other  sugar  entered  as  of  Dec.  11,  1959. 

-  Includes  raw  sugar  for  direct  consumption  from  Cuba,  16,236;  Hawaii,  62;  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
6,792;  Puerto  Rico,  16;  Haiti,  3,515;  Peru,  43;  total,  26,664. 

V- 3  Despite  deficit  declared,  full  quotas  remained  available  as  follows:  Hawaii,  1,140,462;  Puerto  Rico, 
1,192,498;  Virgin  Islands,  16,261. 

4  In  addition,  117  tons  of  raw  sugar  were  imported  for  processing  and  return  to  Puerto  Rico. 

s  Sugar  held  in  Customs  custody  pending  availability  of  quota:  Cuba,  5,551;  Netherlands,  3,462;  Canada, 
641;  Hong  Kong,  42;  China,  214;  Philippines,  8,936;  Cuban  liquid,  87,092  gallons. 

6  Under  sec.  212(1)  charges  to  quotas  exclude  the  1st  10  tons  entered  from  West  Germany,  Guatemala, 
Japan,  and  from  each  country  listed. 

7  Under  sec.  212(3)  13,072  gallons  were  entered  from  the  United  Kingdom  and  900  gallons  from  Australia. 
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COST 

As  has  been  pointed  out,  the  objectives  of  the  Sugar  Act  have  been 
attained  at  a  minimum  of  cost  to  the  consumer  and  the  taxpayer. 
The  program  is  financed  by  a  tax  of  one-half  cent  per  pound  raw  value 
on  all  sugar  processed  in  the  United  States  and  on  all  imported  refined 
sugar.  This  tax  has  been  offset  by  more  than  $400  million,  the  total 
of  all  payments  to  domestic  producers  plus  the  cost  incurred  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  administering  the  Sugar  Act.  Table  3 
shows  the  total  of  such  collections  by  years  since  the  enactment  of 
the  Sugar  Act  in  1937.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  collections  do  not 
include  tariff  duties,  which  amount  to  approximately  $37.5  million 
per  year,  but  only  collections  from  the  tax  above  referred  to.  Table  4 
shows  the  payments  which  have  been  made  under  the  act  to  the 
various  domestic  areas. 


Table  3. — Sugar  Act  tax  collections,  1938  to  date 


Fiscal  year 

Sugar  tax  collections  1 

Excise 
tax  2 

Import 

tax3 

Total 

1938 . . 

$30,  569, 130 

$2,  680,  298 

$33.  249, 428 

1939 _ 

65, 414, 058 

3.  494,  627 

68,  908,  685 

1940 _ 

68, 145,  358 

5,  456,  207 

73,  601,  565 

1941 _ 

74,  834,  839 

4,  859,  760 

79.  694,  599 

1942 _ 

68,  229,  803 

4.  088,  963 

72,  318,  766 

1943 _ 

53,  551,  777 

3,  520,  064 

57.  071,841 

1944 _ 

68,  788,  910 

5,  097,  940 

73,  886,  850 

1945 _ 

73,  293,  966 

3,522.414 

76,  816,  380 

1946 _ 

56,  731,  986 

3,  231,  592 

59,  963,  578 

1947 _ 

59, 151,  922 

5,115,447 

64,  267,  369 

1948 _ 

71.  246,  834 

3, 284,  502 

74,  531,  336 

1949 _ 

76, 174,  356 

4,  698,  867 

80,  873,  223 

Fiscal  year 

Sugar  tax  collections  > 

Excise 
tax  2 

Import 
tax  3 

Total 

1950 _ 

$71, 188, 029 
80, 191. 884 
78,  473, 191 
78, 129,  860 
73,  885,  000 
78,  512,000 
82,  894.  000 
86.  091,  000 

85,  911,  000 

86,  378,  000 

$4, 091, 155 
3,  613, 479 

3,  621,  2K) 
5, 005.  959 
4, 498, 368 

4, 177, 097 

4,  806,  321 

4,  305,  501 

4.  957,  798 

5,  683, 187 

$75,  279, 184 
83,  805,  363 

82,  094.  401 

83,  135.  819 
78,  383,  368 
82,  689. 097 
87,  700,  321 
90,  396.  501 
90,  868,  798 
92,  061,187 

1951 _ 

1952 _ 

1953 _ 

1954 _ 

1955 _ 

1956 _ 

1957 _ 

1958 _ 

1959 _ 

1960 _ 

i 


'  Imposed  at  a  rate  of  0.465  cent  per  pound  on  sugar  testing  92  sugar  degrees  and  for  each  additional  sugar 
degree  0.00875  cent  per  pound  additional  (equivalent  to  0.50  and  0.535  cent  per  pound  on  sugar  testing  96 
and  100  sugar  degrees,  respectively).  On  sugar  testing  less  than  92  sugar  degrees  the  rate  is  0.5144  cent  per 
pound  of  the  total  sugar  content. 

2  Collected  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  on  all  sugar  processed  or  refined  in  the  United  States. 

3  Collected  by  the  Collector  of  Customs  on  direct-consumption  sugar  imported  into  the  United  States. 


Table  4. — Sugar  Act  payments,  by  areas,  1937  to  date  1 


Crop  year 

Sugar  beet 

Mainland 

cane 

Hawaii 

Puerto 

Rico 

Virgin 

Islands 

Total 

1937 _ 

$17. 130,  667 

$5,  355,  774 

$4. 174,  800 

$9  502  122 

1938 _ 

22,  073’.  345 

6’,  31 1’  779 

8,  594,  431 

8  871  084 

1939 _ 

21,  371.  789 

5.  448,  583 

8.  975,  615 

10  617  743 

1940 _ 

23,  262.  539 

3.  887.  750 

8.  851,  542 

9  566  735 

1941 _ 

18,  991.  929 

4,  561,  504 

8.  594  533 

11  231  588 

1942 _ 

29',  770'  909 

6,  955,  080 

8. 147,  494 

13!  122!  990 

$26, 320 

58, 022,  793 

1943 _ _ 

17,  602,  914 

7,  392,  119 

8,  250,  816 

12,214,  038 

56, 362 

45,  516,  249 

1944 _ 

18,  632,  477 

6,  646,  061 

8,  210,  656 

13,  061,033 

41,  380 

46,  591,  607 

1945 _ 

22,911,916 

6.  839,  763 

8,  065,  079 

13,  271.  249 

56,  027 

51,  144,  034 

1946 _ 

27,  735,  230 

6.  536. 104 

6,  574,  448 

15,060,  552 

66,  758 

55,  973,  092 

1947 _ _ 

32,  259.  930 

6,  260,  340 

8,  109,  124 

15,  492,  292 

43,684 

62, 165,  370 

1948 _  .  . 

23,  236.  938 

7,  232,  755 

7,628,  Cll 

17,  667,  677 

64, 142 

55,  770, 123 

1949 _ 

26.  581,  945 

7.  087,  424 

8,  437,  619 

17.531,629 

65,  586 

59,  704,  203 

1950 _ 

33,  744,  012 

7,  826,  663 

8,  471,294 

17, 148,  914 

138, 510 

67.  329.  393 

1951 _ _  . 

25,  899,  661 

6,  467,  938 

9, 143,041 

18,  928,  168 

97,  776 

60,  536,  554 

1952 _  _ 

24.  735,  741 

7,  977,  490 

9,  398,  138 

16.  960,  951 

145,  120 

59.  217,  440 

1953  -  _  _ 

29,  974.  245 

8,  607, 186 

10.  155,  590 

16,  698,  919 

170,844 

65,  606,  784 

1954 _ 

33.  224,  656 

8,  051,294 

9,  932,  469 

16,220.824 

127,  750 

67,  556,  993 

1955  ...  _ 

29. 101,  754 

7,  607,  634 

10,  535,  921 

15,  953,  468 

135,  758 

63.  334,  535 

1956 _  _ 

31,  287,  969 

7,  330,  693 

10,  179.  146 

14,  683,  659 

167, 144 

63,  648,  611 

1957 _ 

36,  355,  435 

7.  258.  246 

10.  052,  121 

13.  516.  077 

193,311 

67.  375, 190 

1958 _  _  .. 

2  36,  309,  000 

7,  397,  473 

7,  430,  239 

14,  873,  728 

124,  999 

66, 135,  439 

1959 _ 

163,  872 

1  Includes  abandonment  and  deficiency  payments. 
3  Estimate. 
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PRICES 


An  outstanding  feature  of  the  U.S.  sugar  program  is  the  price 
stability  it  has  brought  to  our  domestic  sugar  market.  Although 
there  are  fluctuations,  they  are  within  a  rather  narrow  range- — reducing 
uncertainties  and  inventory  problems  for  consumers.  Industrial  users 
of  sugar  are  not  compelled  to  carry  excessive  sugar  stocks  as  a  hedge 
against  a  sudden  large  price  rise,  nor  do  they  fear  that  the  value  of  the 
working  stocks  they  have  on  hand  will  suddenly  shrink.  Similarly, 
the  American  housewife  can  reach  for  sugar  on  her  grocer’s  shelf  with 
confidence  not  only  that  it  will  be  there  but  also  that  the  cost  will 
continue  to  be  a  negligible  item  in  the  family  food  budget.  Both 
the  industrial  user  and  the  housewife  know  that  the  price  of  sugar  in  the 
United  States  is  not  only  stable,  but  it  is  also  reasonable  by  any  fair 
standard  of  measurement. 

This  has  not  always  been  the  case,  as  is  demonstrated  by  table  5, 
which  shows  the  retail  price  of  refined  sugar  from  1913  until  shortly 
after  the  effective  date  of  the  1937  Sugar  Act.  In  June  1920,  sugar 
reached  a  price  of  26.7  cents  per  pound,  and  the  whole  period  1913-20 
was  marked  by  steady  increases  in  sugar  prices,  combined  with 
violent  fluctuations.  Fluctuations  continued  during  the  1920’s  with 
a  generally  descending  trend  in  prices  but  with  prices  for  the  first  7 
years  substantially  above  a  reasonable  level,  as  compared  to  the  general 
price  structure  and  the  price  of  other  foods.  It  will  be  noted  also  that 
even  in  the  depression  years  of  the  early  1930’s,  sugar  prices  did  not 
respond  downward  along  with  all  other  prices  and  the  price  of  sugar 
was  relatively  high  compared  both  to  the  general  price  level  and 
consumer  income. 


Table  5. — Refined  sugar ,  retail  'price  per  pound,  by  months,  1913-40 


[Cents  per  pound] 


Year 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

May 

June 

July 

Aug. 

Sept. 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Annual 

average 

1913- _ 

1914  _ 

1915  _ 

1916  _ 

1917  _ 

1918  _ 

1919  _ 

1920  _ 

1921  _ 

1922  _ 

1923  _ 

1924  _ 

1925  _ 

1926  _ 

1927  _ 

1928  _ 

1929--. . . 

1930  _ 

1931  _ 

1932  _ 

1933  _ 

1934  _ 

1935  _ 

1936  _ 

1937  _ 

1938  _ 

1939  _ 

1940  _ 

5.8 

5.2 
6.0 

6.7 
8.0 

9.5 
10.8 
17.8 

9.7 

6.2 
8.1 

10.0 

7.9 

6.5 

7.4 
7.0 

6.6 

6.5 

5.8 

5.3 
5.0 

5.4 
5.4 
5.7 

5.6 
5.  5 
5.2 
5.4 

5.5 

5.2 

6.5 

6.9 
8.1 

10.6 

10.7 

18.8 

8.9 

6.4 

8.5 
10.1 

7. 5 

6.6 

7.3 
7.0 

6.5 

6.4 

5.8 

5.3 

4.9 

5.4 
5.4 
5.  6 
5.7 

5.6 
5. 1 
5.3 

5.4 

5. 1 
6.6 
7.  5 
8.8 

9.2 
10.6 
18.7 

9.7 

6.5 
10.0 
10.2 

7.4 

6.5 

7.3 
7.0 

6.3 

6.3 

5.7 

5.2 
5.0 

5.4 

5.4 

5.5 
5.7 
5.5 
5. 1 

5.3 

5.4 
5.0 
6. 7 
8.0 

9.6 

9.1 
10.6 
20.2 

9.7 

6.7 
10.3 

9.7 

7.3 

6.5 

7.1 
7.0 

6.3 

6.2 

5.6 
5.0 
5.0 

5.4 

5.4 

5.5 

5.7 
5.4 
5. 1 
6.3 

5.4 
5.0 
6.8 
8.6 

10.1 

9.1 
10.6 
25.4 

8.4 
6.6 

10.9 

9.0 

7.0 

6.6 

7.1 

7.1 

6.3 

6.2 

5.  5 
4.9 
5.2 

5.4 
5.  6 

5.6 

5.7 
5.4 

5. 1 

5.2 

5.3 

5.1 
6.9 

8.7 

9.4 

9.1 
10.6 
26.7 

7.8 

7.1 
10.9 

8.1 

6.9 
6.8 
7.2 

7.1 

6.2 
6.0 

5.4 
4.8 

5. 3 

5.4 
5.7 
5.6 
5.6 
5.3 
5.2 
5.2 

5.5 

5.2 
7.0 
8.8 

9.2 
9.2 

10.9 

26.5 

7.1 

7.6 
10.3 

8.2 
6.8 
6.8 

7.2 

7.1 

6.3 
6.0 

5.  5 
4.9 

5.4 

5.7 

5.8 
5.7 

5.5 
5.3 

6.2 
5.2 

5.6 

7.9 

6.7 

8.5 
10.0 

9.3 
11. 1 
22.9 

7.5 
8.1 

9.4 
8.0 

6.8 
6.8 

7.1 

6.9 
6.  5 

5.9 

5.6 
5.0 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 
5.7 
5.  5 

5.2 
5.2 
5. 1. 

5.7 
8.0 

6.5 

7.7 

9.9 

9.6 
11.0 
18.3 

7.3 

7.9 

9.4 

8.4 

6.8 
6.8 

7.1 

6.9 

6.6 
5.8 
5.6 
5.0 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 

5.6 

5.7 

5.1 

6.4 
5.1 

5.5 

7.2 
6.1 

8.2 

9.8 
10.6 

11.4 
13.9 

6.9 

7.9 

10.4 

8.6 
6.6 
7.0 

7.1 
6.8 
6.6 
5.7 

5.5 

5.1 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 
5.6 
5.8 

5.1 

6.2 
5. 1 

5.4 
6.2 
6.6 
8.6 

9.6 
10.8 
12.  5 
12.8 

6.7 
8.1 

10.0 

8.6 

6.4 
7.0 
7.0 

6.7 
6.6 

5.8 

5.5 
5.0 

5.6 
5.6 

5.9 

5.5 

5.6 
5.2 
5.  8 
5.1 

5.4 
6.1 
6.8 
8.3 

9.5 
10.8 

14.5 

10.5 

6.5 

8.3 
10.2 

8.5 

6.6 

7.1 
7.0 
6.6 

6.5 
5.8 

5.4 
5.0 

5.5 
5.  5 
5.8 

5.5 

5.6 

5.2 
5.6 
5.1 

5.5 

5.9 

6.6 
8.0 

9.3 

9.7 

11.3 

19.4 
8.0 

7.3 

9.9 
9.0 
7.0 

6.8 

7.2 

6.9 

6.4 
6.1 

5.6 
5.0 

5.3 

5.5 

5.7 

5.6 
5.6 

5.3 

5.4 
5.2 

H.  Rept.  1746,  S6-2- 
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Table  6  shows  the  price  behavior  of  sugar  since  the  effective  date 
of  the  1937  Siigar  Act.  Prices  shown  here  are  wholesale  prices  for 
refined  sugar  in  New  York.  Column  1  shows  the  actual  cash  price 
of  refined  sugar  which  increased  from  4.48  cents  per  pound  in  1938  to 
9.14  cents  per  pound  in  1959.  Columns  2  and  3  show  the  index  of 
prices  of  all  foods  and  of  per  capita  disposable  income,  respectively, 
and  it  will  be  noted  that  both  of  these  categories  have  increased 
substantially  more  than  the  price  of  sugar.  Column  4  shows  that  in 
comparison  to  the  price  of  all  foods,  and  of  disposable  income,  sugar 
is  substantially  cheaper  today  than  it  was  at  the  start  of  the  sugar 
quota  program.  Related  to  the  price  of  all  foods,  sugar  was  4.82  cents 
per  pound  in  1939  and  only  4.17  cents  per  pound  in  1959.  Related  to 
disposable  personal  income,  sugar  was  4.57  cents  per  pound  in  1938 
and  is  down  to  2.48  cents  per  pound  in  1959. 


Table  6. — Wholesale  prices  of  sugar  ( actual  and  adjusted),  prices  of  all  goods , 
per  capita  disposable  income,  and  sugar  distribution 


Year 

(i) 

Sugar  price, 
Net  cash, 
New  York 
(cents  per 
pound) 

(2) 

Prices  of 
all  foods 
(wholesale) 
(index 
numbers, 
1935-39= 
100) 

(3) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
income 
(index 
numbers, 
1935-39= 
100) 

(4) 

Sugar  prices  adjusted 
for  change  in — 

(5) 

Sugar  distribution 

Prices  of 
all  foods 
(cents  per 
pound) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
income 
(cents  per 
pound) 

Total 
(1,000  short 
tons,  raw' 
value) 

Per  capita 
(pounds, 
raw  value) 

1938 _ 

4. 48 

93 

98 

4.82 

4. 57 

6,643 

102 

1939-  ... 

4.  58 

89 

105 

5. 15 

4. 36 

6, 868 

105 

1940 _ 

4. 33 

90 

112 

4.81 

3.87 

6,891 

104 

1941  _____  _ 

4.92 

105 

136 

4.  69 

3.62 

8,069 

1  121 

1942 _ 

5.45 

126 

169 

4.33 

3.22 

5,  466 

1  81 

1943 _  __ 

5.  49 

135 

190 

4.07 

2.89 

6,  335 

93 

1944 _ _ 

5.  46 

133 

206 

4.11 

2.65 

7, 147 

103 

1945 _ _ 

5.  39 

134 

209 

4.  02 

2.  58 

6, 041 

86 

1946__  _  _  _  __ 

6.  34 

165 

221 

3.84 

2.  87 

5,  621 

80 

1947.  _  _  , 

8. 12 

206 

230 

3.94 

3.53 

7,448 

103 

1948 _ 

7.  60 

222 

251 

3.  42 

3.03 

7,343 

100 

1949  . . 

7. 81 

202 

247 

3.  87 

3. 16 

7,  580 

102 

1950 . .  -. 

7.  84 

207 

266 

3.  79 

2.95 

8,  279 

109 

1951  _ 

8. 21 

232 

287 

3.  54 

2.86 

7,737 

100 

1952 _ 

8.  45 

229 

296 

3.69 

2.85 

8, 104 

103 

1953 _ 

8.55 

219 

308 

3.90 

2.  78 

8,485 

106 

1954 _ 

8.  55 

218 

308 

3.  92 

2.78 

8,  207 

101 

7955 _ 

8.42 

212 

323 

3.97 

2.  61 

8,399 

102 

1956 . . . 

8.  59 

212 

339 

4.05 

2.  53 

8,  904 

106 

1957- . . . 

8.97 

218 

350 

4. 11 

2.  56 

8,  734 

102 

1958__  _  _ 

9.  08 

230 

354 

3.95 

2.  56 

9,  030 

104 

1959 _ 

9. 14 

219 

368 

4.17 

2.48 

9, 182 

103 

1  Unusually  large  distribution  during  1941  resulted  in  building  up  of  the  “invisible”  supply  carried  over 
m  1942  and  a  considerable  amount  of  sugar  distributed  during  1941  was  actually  consumed  during  1942. 


A  comparison  of  current  retail  prices  in  the  United  States  with  those 
in  other  countries  points  up  the  fairness  of  sugar  prices  to  American 
consumers  and  the  effectiveness  of  our  program  under  the  Sugar  Act. 
Such  a  comparison  of  prices  is  included  in  a  study  recently  published 
by  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization  of  the  United  Nations  in 
its  Monthly  Bulletin  of  Agricultural  Economics  and  Statistics  for 
January  1960.  This  report  shows  that  the  average  retail  price  of 
sugar  in  the  United  States — 11  cents  a  pound  in  1957,  when  the  study 
was  begun — is  nearly  5  cents  below  the  median  price  in  121  nations 
around  the  globe. 
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Measuring  the  retail  price  of  sugar  on  the  basis  of  wage  rates,  sugar 
prices  in  the  United  States  are  the  lowest  in  the  world.  Two  in¬ 
dependent  studies,  one  by  the  National  Industrial  Conference  Board 
and  one  by  the  FAO,  referred  to  above,  show  that  an  American  work¬ 
man  needs  to  spend  less  time  at  his  job  than  a  workman  in  any  other 
nation  in  order  to  earn  enough  money  to  buy  a  pound  of  sugar.  Table 
7  is  from  the  study  conducted  by  the  FAO.  It  shows  that  in  1946,  a 
bricklayer  in  the  United  States  needed  to  work  only  4  minutes  to  buy 
1  kilogram  (2.2  pounds)  of  sugar.  In  contrast,  a  kilo  of  sugar  took 
20  minutes’  work  in  the  United  Kingdom,  24  minutes  in  France,  34 
minutes  of  work  in  the  Netherlands,  and  82  minutes  of  work  in  Italy. 
Not  shown  on  the  table  is  the  U.S.S.R.,  where  it  takes  an  estimated 
324  minutes  of  work  to  buy  a  kilogram  of  sugar. 
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Table  7. — Sugar — Worktime  cost  of  sugar  and  order  of  consumption,  worktime  cost 
and  money  cost,  in  specified  countries,  1956 


Countries 

Currency 

October  1956 

Worktime 

cost 

(minutes) 

Consump¬ 
tion 
order  1 

Work  time 
cost 
order 

Money 

cost 

order 

(U.S. 

dollars) 

Hourly 
wage  for 
brick¬ 
layers 

Retail 
price  of 
sugar  in 
national 
currency 

United  States _ _ 

dollars. . 

3. 65 

0.233 

4 

53 

1 

38 

Canada _  _  _  _ 

.  .do . . . 

2.  26 

.  205 

5 

50 

2 

27 

Sweden.  _____ 

krona _ 

9.74 

1.  18 

49 

3 

40 

Union  of  South  Africa _ 

pence. . _ 

88.  50 

11.  02 

8 

42 

4 

8 

Denmark _  _ 

678.  00 

106.  50 

9 

56 

5 

13 

Norway _  _  __  _ 

krone  . . 

7.  20 

1.  18 

10 

51 

6 

17 

Iceland  _  _ 

21 .  89 

3.  59 

10 

57 

7 

33 

Australia .  . . 

pence  _ . 

113.  00 

20  13 

ii 

54 

8 

21 

Israel.  _  _  _  . 

prutot 

1, 178.  00 

270.  00 

13 

30 

9 

11 

Malta.,  . . 

pence _ 

22.  00 

5.  04 

13 

38 

10 

1 

New  Caledonia  _ 

franc  ... 

75.  00 

16.  00 

13 

45 

11 

41 

Netherlands  Antilles  _  _  __ 

florins  . 

1.  50 

.40 

16 

36 

12 

26 

I ruguav.  _  _ 

2.  15 

.  56 

15 

40 

13 

10 

New  Zealand.  .  _  _  _ _ _ 

pence . _ . 

72.  20 

19.  47 

16 

52 

14 

35 

Switzerland. __  _  _  _ _  . 

franc _ 

3. 17 

.94 

18 

47 

15 

34 

Ireland.  _  _  .  . 

pence . . . 

51.  50 

15.43 

18 

48 

16 

16 

British  Guiana. _ 

49.  00 

16.  53 

20 

43 

17 

3 

United  Kingdom _ _ 

shilling.  _ 

4.  29 

1.  43 

20 

55 

18 

28 

Chile _ _ _ _  _ 

120  00 

43  60 

22 

29 

19 

2 

Argentina.  ...  _ 

...do.2.  _ 

10.  00 

4.  00 

24 

33 

20 

6 

France  .  . 

franc  3___ 

252.  00 

100.  60 

24 

26 

21 

46 

Fiji - 

pence. _ _ 

23.  00 

9.  92 

26 

35 

22 

5 

Belgium.  . .  _  _ 

franc _ 

23.  58 

10.  85 

27 

28 

23 

30 

Cyprus  _  _ 

piaster. . 

28.  30 

13.  04 

28 

21 

24 

23 

Trinidad  __.  ._  . 

cent 2.  _ 

44.  00 

21.  40 

29 

37 

25 

7 

Malava _ 

__  do 

113.  00 

58.  00 

31 

25 

26 

22 

Germany,  West.  . . 

mark. 

2.31 

1.24 

32 

27 

27 

47 

Morocco. . 

franc  .. 

175.  00 

94.  00 

32 

34 

28 

43 

Jamaica.  _  _ 

shilling  2. 

2.41 

1.  33 

33 

31 

29 

19 

Netherlands  _  _ 

florin _ 

1.  37 

.78 

34 

46 

30 

24 

Finland  . .  _  _ 

markka 

164.  00 

100.  40 

37 

44 

31 

57 

Grenada.  . .  . . 

50.  00 

32.  00 

38 

32 

32 

20 

Lebanon _  _  ...... 

piaster. 

100.  00 

65.00 

39 

18 

33 

29 

Guatemala  _ 

centavo . 

25.00 

17.  40 

42 

23 

34 

15 

Mauritius  .  _  _ 

cent _ 

66.  00 

46.  00 

42 

41 

35 

4 

Tunisia  .  .  .  _  .  _  _ 

frnne _ 

116.  20 

92.  00 

47 

20 

36 

42 

Austria.  __  . 

schilling. 

7.  45 

5.  96 

48 

39 

37 

36 

Taiwan  . 

dollar. .. 

5.  50 

4.  50 

49 

12 

38 

25 

Hong  Kong _ 

.  .do. 

1.  10 

.  97 

53 

24 

39 

14 

French  West  Africa  __ 

franc _ 

59.  40 

53.  50 

54 

9 

40 

48 

Spain. . . 

peseta... 

12.00 

11.00 

55 

13 

41 

45 

Portugal _  _  _ 

escudo . . 

5.44 

5.  30 

58 

16 

42 

18 

St.  Lucia  __  _  _.  _ 

cent.  _  . 

27.  50 

26.  50 

58 

22 

43 

12 

Paraguay  .  _ 

guarani.. 

13.80 

14.  00 

60 

15 

44 

9 

Nigeria  ...  . .  __ 

pence. . . 

18.00 

18.  74 

62 

1 

45 

31 

Sierra  Leone.  _ 

.do . . 

18.  30 

19.  86 

6 

46 

37 

Japan  _  _  _  _ _ 

yen  3 _ 

125.  00 

137.  33 

66 

14 

47 

52 

Italy.  _  . . ___ 

lire.. 

193.  00 

263.  00 

82 

17 

48 

55 

Vietnam _ ....  __  _ 

piaster. . 

9.  87 

14.  50 

88 

5 

49 

54 

Madagascar _  _  _  _ 

franc _ 

41.00 

60.  00 

88 

7 

50 

51 

Cameroons  (French  adminis- 

...do _ 

38.00 

60.  00 

95 

2 

51 

50 

tration). 

Belgian  Congo _ 

...do.  . 

6.  60 

11.  00 

100 

3 

52 

32 

Pakistan _  .  _  _ 

rupee  2 . . 

.69 

1.  21 

105 

10 

53 

44 

Greece.. .  ....  _ 

drachma 

6.  42 

11.  56 

108 

11 

54 

53 

French  Equatorial  Africa 

franc _ 

35.  00 

74.  00 

127 

4 

55 

56 

Thailand.  . 

baht _ 

2.  15 

4  63 

129 

8 

56 

39 

Ceylon _ _  __  . 

rupee  4__ 

.  0/ 

1.48 

156 

19 

57 

49 

1  Including  noncentrifugal  sugar  at  60  percent  of  the  actual  weight  for  Malaya,  Guatemala,  Taiwan, 
Japan,  Vietnam,  Pakistan,  and  Thailand. 

-  Carpenters. 

3  Transport  drivers. 

1  The  relation  of  bricklayers'  wages  to  other  wages  in  Ceylon  seems  to  be  different  from  those  in  almost 
all  other  countries;  this  makes  the  data  questionable. 
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THE  WORLD  MARKET  AND  WORLD  PRICE  OF  SUGAR 

W  ith  the  recent  interest  that  has  focused  on  the  Sugar  Act,  there  is 
obviously  a  widespread  and  unfortunate  misunderstanding  about  the 
price  paid  for  Cuban  sugar  and  domestic  sugar  on  the  U.S.  market, 
and  the  price  of  sugar  on  the  so-called  world  market.  The  very  use 
of  the  terms  “world  price”  and  “world  market”  are  a  misleading  use  of 
words.  Only  about  12  percent  of  the  world’s  sugar  production  is 
traded  on  the  misnamed  “world  market.”  This  is  essentially  un¬ 
wanted  sugar  and  the  trading  in  this  small  part  of  the  world’s  sugar 
supply  cannot  and  does  not  establish  a  true  world  price  or  reflect 
the  actual  value  of  sugar. 

World  consumption  of  sugar  now  amounts  to  about  52  million  tons 
a  year.  Of  this  amount,  some  38  million  tons  are  consumed  in  the 
countries  where  it  is  produced.  In  nearly  all  instances,  as  in  the 
United  States,  because  of  the  essentiality  of  the  product  it  is  produced 
under  some  kind  of  national  control,  bounty,  or  subsidy  S3^stem.  This 
leaves  14  million  tons  to  be  consumed  outside  the  countries  of  pro¬ 
duction.  Of  this  14  million  tons  8  million  tons  are  traded  under  the 
terms  and  provisions  of  special  systems,  including  the  British  Com¬ 
monwealth  sugar  system,  the  French  sugar  program  and  the  U.S.  sugar 
program.  This  leaves  only  6  million  tons  for  trading  in  the  so-called 
world  market. 

In  the  truest  sense  of  the  word,  this  sugar  is  homeless  sugar;  it  has 
no  specific  place  to  go.  It  is  traded  on  a  “residual  market.”  Since  it 
is  a  residual  market,  and  since  world  production  usually  tends  to  ex¬ 
ceed  world  consumption,  it  is  also  normally  a  very  depressed  market. 
However,  because  of  the  very  character  of  this  so-called  world  market, 
it  is  an  extremely  volatile  market  reacting  violently  to  internation 
tensions  or  to  changes  in  supply  and  demand.  For  example,  during 
the  disturbed  situation  brought  on  by  the  Suez  crisis  and  the  events 
in  Hungary  3  years  ago,  the  price  on  this  market  nearly  doubled  in 
60  days.  Throughout  the  latter  half  of  1950  and  almost  all  of  1951, 
this  so-called  world  price  was  higher  than  the  U.S.  price,  reaching  a 
differential  above  the  U.S.  price  of  1.85  cents  per  pound  in  June  1951. 
A  similar  situation  prevailed  in  the  1957  period  above  referred  to 
when  the  world  price  went  from  $2.07  per  hundred  pounds  below  the 
U.S.  price  in  October  1956  to  $1.34  above  the  U.S.  price  in  April  1957. 

The  assumption,  therefore,  that  the  United  States  could  buy  its 
sugar  cheaper  on  the  world  market  than  it  is  obtaining  it  under  the 
Sugar  Act  is  not  necessarily  valid.  Not  only  would  American  con¬ 
sumers  be  the  victims  of  the  wild  price  fluctuations  and  supply  uncer¬ 
tainties  of  the  world  sugar  market,  that  market  might  very  well  be 
higher  than  the  existing  American  price  under  our  quota  system  for 
two  reasons:  (1)  Our  domestic  sugar  production  would  drop  sub¬ 
stantially  (possibly  even  disappear)  without  the  protection  and  benefit 
of  the  Sugar  Act;  and  (2)  our  annual  consumption  of  sugar  is  greater 
than  the  normal  residual  in  the  so-called  world  market  and  the  com¬ 
petition  of  the  United  States  in  this  world  market  would  almost  in¬ 
evitably  result  in  a  very  sharp  increase  in  the  so-called  world  price. 

Table  8  shows  how  thin  this  so-called  world  market  is.  It  shows 
the  total  carryover  of  sugar  in  all  major  producing  areas  from  one 
crop  to  the  next  for  the  past  10  years. 
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Table  8. — Stocks  of  centrifugal  sugar,  beginning  of  new  grind,  in  selected  countries, 

seasons  1950-51  to  1959-60 

[1,000  short  tons,  raw  value] 


Country- 


Date  1 


Sugarmaking  season 


1950-51 

1951-52 

1952-53 

1953-54 

1954-55 

1955-56 

1956-57 

1957-58 

1958-59 

1959-602 

Indonesia _ 

May  1 

o 

38 

40 

39 

29 

25 

50 

Union  of  South 

Africa  .  .  . . 

May  1 

29 

20 

54 

64 

46 

46 

50 

34 

74 

116 

Argentina _ 

June  l 

23 

142 

219 

107 

62 

24 

368 

Brazil . 

June  1 

150 

160 

184 

286 

256 

255 

180 

441 

424 

622 

Australia _ 

July  1 

107 

119 

104 

132 

188 

135 

158 

195 

157 

189 

Belgium _ 

Oct.  1 

51 

29 

55 

38 

39 

21 

24 

15 

24 

41 

Denmark _ 

Oct.  1 

7 

8 

14 

18 

74 

14 

21 

25 

33 

130 

France . . . 

Oct.  1 

51 

63 

126 

54 

256 

225 

103 

78 

88 

147 

Netherlands _ 

Oct.  1 

59 

89 

45 

33 

49 

24 

34 

91 

80 

160 

Philippines _ ... 

Oct.  1 

35 

36 

30 

46 

85 

173 

148 

82 

98 

232 

Dominican 

Republic _ 

Nov.  1 

11 

30 

38 

40 

147 

103 

158 

20 

93 

209 

India... _ 

Nov.  1 

105 

219 

604 

235 

69 

689 

663 

550 

403 

150 

Mexico.  _ ... 

Nov.  1 

63 

161 

217 

266 

268 

347 

150 

295 

337 

506 

Taiwan _ _ 

Nov.  1 

366 

3  36 

66 

76 

53 

71 

176 

116 

83 

155 

Cuba...  .  .. 

Jan.  1 

327 

322 

2,  322 

U,671 

2, 142 

1,786 

4  727 

4  852 

4  777 

4  1,554 

Haiti _  ..  .. 

Jan.  I 

1 

1 

2 

3 

1 

5 

3 

1 

3 

8 

Peru _ 

Jan.  1 

70 

108 

98 

112 

117 

87 

143 

95 

129 

99 

Total _ _ 

1,132 

1,401 

3,  959 

3, 097 

3,  970 

4,240 

2,884 

2,981 

2,852 

4,736 

>  All  stock  carryover  dates,  except  for  Jan.  1,  apply  to  the  1st  year  mentioned  at  the  head  of  each  column. 

2  Preliminary. 

3  Probably  Oct.  1. 

4  Cuba  stocks  include  prior  shipments  under  bond  in  the  United  States  for  quota  charge  in  the  following 
calendar  year  as  follows:  1953-54,  31,000  tons;  1956-57,  24,000  tons;  1957-58,  102,000  tons;  1958-59,  174,000  tons; 
1959-60,  206,000  tons. 

Source:  Foreign  Agricultural  Service— prepared  or  estimated  on  the  basis  of  official  statistics  of  foreign 
governments,  other  foreign  source  materials,  reports  of  U.S.  agricultural  attaches  and  Foregin  Service 
officers,  results  of  office  research  and  related  information. 


THE  “QUOTA  PREMIUM” 

The  difference  between  the  so-called  world  price  and  the  U.S.  price 
has  on  occasions  been  called  the  quota  premium,  or  more  popularly 
the  subsidy  in  our  sugar  program.  This  approach  is  carried  even 
further  to  say  that  the  amount  of  protection  or  subsidy  involved  in 
the  American  sugar  program  is  the  amount  of  the  difference  between 
the  two  prices,  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar  purchased.  This 
is  an  exaggerated  statement  of  the  protection  afforded  by  the  Sugar 
Act  and  is  such  an  oversimplification  of  a  basically  complicated  eco¬ 
nomic  situation  as  to  be  misleading.  It  is  obvious  that  the  amount  of 
quota  premium  or  subsidy,  if  one  exists,  is  not  the  difference  between 
the  U.S.  price  and  the  so-called  world  price  with  the  Sugar  Act  in 
effect,  it  is  the  difference  between  the  price  received  by  supplying  areas 
for  their  sugar  now  and  the  price  they  would  receive  if  we  had  no 
sugar  program. 

Even  under  the  orderly  marketing  system  brought  about  by  our 
Sugar  Act,  it  is  obvious  that  this  so-called  quota  premium  has  not 
been  a  one-way  street.  The  U.S.  price  has  not  always  been  above 
the  so-called  world  price  for  Cuban  sugar  but  our  supplies  have 
continued  uninterrupted.  Table  9  shows  this  relationship  on  a  yearly 
average  basis  from  1934  through  1947.  Table  10  shows  the  same 
relationship,  in  slightly  different  form,  by  months  for  the  years 
1948-59. 
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During  the  war  and  immediate  postwar  years  of  the  1940’s,  the 
United  States  purchased  virtually  the  entire  Cuban  sugar  production. 
As  is  indicated  by  the  last  column  on  table  9,  we  obtained  this  sugar 
(and  also  the  sugar  purchased  from  domestic  producing  areas)  at 
substantially  less  than  the  world  price.  Table  10  shows  the  months 
during  the  Korean  conflict  and  during  the  Suez  incident  when  the 
world  price  was  higher  than  the  U.S.  price. 


Table  9. — Quota  premiums  and  discounts:  Comparison  of  Cuban  price,  per  pound, 
of  sugar  for  shipment  to  United  States  and  world  market,  annual 
1 9S4-4.7 

[Cents] 


average, 


Year  and  month 


1934 

1935. 

1936 

1937 

1938 

1939 
1940. 

1941 

1942 
1943. 

1944 

1945 

1946. 

1947. 


U.S.  price 
c.i.f.  basis 
New  York 

Freight  and 
insurance, 
Cuba  to 
New  York 

Price  for  sh 

United 

States 

lpment  to — 

World 

market 

Difference, 
U.S.  price 
from  world 
price 

1.50 

0. 13 

1.37 

0.91 

0. 46 

2. 33 

.  12 

2. 21 

.88 

1.33 

2.69 

.13 

2.  56 

.88 

1.68 

2.54 

.  19 

2.  35 

1. 13 

1.22 

2. 04 

.14 

1.90 

1.00 

.90 

1.91 

.17 

1.74 

1.43 

31 

1.89 

.22 

1.67 

1. 11 

.  56 

2. 48 

.39 

2.09 

1.46 

.63 

2.99 

.51 

2.  48 

2.69 

-.21 

2.99 

.53 

2. 46 

2.69 

-.23 

2.  99 

.40 

2.59 

2.69 

-.  10 

3.00 

.35 

2.  65 

3. 14 

-.49 

3. 86 

.44 

3.42 

4.24 

-.82 

5. 46 

.49 

4.  97 

5.03 

-.06 
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Table  10. — Quota  premiums  and  discounts — Comparison  of  Cuban  price  of  raw 
sugar  for  shipment  to  United  States  and  to  world  markets,  f.a.s.  Cuba ,  cents  per 
pound 


Year 

Janu- 

Feb- 

March 

Sep- 

Octo- 

No- 

De- 

Monthly 

ary 

ru  ary 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

tem- 

ber 

ber 

vem- 

ber 

cera- 

ber 

average 

For  shipment  to  United  States 


1948 

1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 


1948 

1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 


1948 

1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 


4.  68 

4.  57 

4.50 

4.45 

4.25 

4.44 

4.79 

4.87 

4.  78 

4.77 

4.80 

4.  75 

4.64 

4.  78 

4.72 

4.  77 

4.  73 

4.89 

4.  97 

4.96 

5.  05 

5.20 

5.  21 

5. 12 

4.94 

4.94 

4.91 

4.  75 

4.  70 

4.68 

4.  87 

4.  95 

5.22 

5.  3E 

5.40 

5.41 

5.38 

5.39 

5.09 

5. 12 

4.  95 

4.92 

4.  80 

5.  38 

5.  53 

5.  29 

5.03 

5.  02 

4.  94 

4.98 

4.78 

5.  07 

4.82 

4.  79 

5. 18 

5.  33 

5.29 

5.53 

5.61 

5.  58 

5.  67 

5.72 

5.  55 

5.17 

5.  35 

5. 19 

5.31 

5.  45 

5.  45 

5.  46 

5.  52 

5.  56 

5.  55 

5.  59 

5.  57 

5.  29 

5.  15 

5.  43 

5.  15 

5.  18 

5.  29 

5.28 

5.22 

5.28 

5.  32 

5.23 

5. 14 

5.  11 

5.  25 

5.02 

5.21 

5.01 

5.  00 

4.91 

4.91 

5.  04 

5.  10 

5.  08 

5. 06 

5.  02 

5.03 

4.94 

4.87 

5.00 

4.93 

4.94 

5.01 

5.  01 

5.01 

5.01 

5.  10 

5. 10 

5.11 

5.31 

5.  34 

5.  34 

5.  10 

5.31 

5.07 

5.  15 

5.  12 

5.41 

5.  59 

5.52 

5.  24 

5.  30 

5.  36 

5.  27 

5.  30 

5. 30 

5.31 

5.31 

5. 18 

5.  35 

5.  41 

5.41 

5.  43 

5.  42 

5.52 

5.  59 

5.  46 

5.  55 

5.41 

5.  27 

5. 13 

4.  97 

5.01 

5.3S 

5.41 

5.41 

5.  51 

5.65 

1  5.66 

For  shipment  to  world 

3. 96 

4.24 

4.26 

4.  43 

4.  27 

4.06 

4.10 

4.41 

4.  39 

4.32 

4.  27 

4.03 

4.23 

4.00 

3.95 

4. 17 

4.09 

4.  04 

4.08 

4.13 

4.  20 

4. 19 

4.  33 

4.  33 

4.39 

i  16 

4.62 

4.47 

4.44 

4.  37 

4.21 

4.21 

4.  89 

5.83 

5.88 

5.  84 

5.  58 

5.  36 

4.98 

5.  22 

4.96 

5.  48 

5.  57 

6.62 

7.41 

6.  75 

5.  61 

5.  52 

5.28 

4.  83 

4.84 

5.  67 

4.  54 

4.38 

4.30 

4.  30 

4.  24 

4.  17 

4.  16 

4.05 

4.00 

4.01 

4.00 

3.84 

4. 17 

3.  55 

3.52 

3.  27 

3.  38 

3.65 

3.02 

3.60 

3.53 

3.29 

3. 15 

3. 10 

3.  27 

3.41 

3.  30 

3.39 

3.28 

3.  36 

3.32 

3.  27 

3. 13 

3.  18 

3.21 

3.25 

3.26 

3.  19 

3. 26 

3. 17 

3.  17 

3.22 

3.  31 

3.38 

3.  26 

3.22 

3.22 

3. 27 

3.  28 

3.  19 

3.  16 

3.24 

3.  26 

3.28 

3.  34 

3.31 

3.  36 

3.  36 

3.  40 

3.  34 

3.24 

3.24 

3.92 

4. 77 

3.  48 

5.83 

5.  80 

6. 17 

6.  46 

6.  02 

6. 12 

5.  27 

4.13 

4.55 

4.03 

3.63 

3. 87 

5. 16 

3.  74 

3.  55 

3.  42 

3.  45 

3.  47 

3.42 

3.50 

3.  46 

3.  48 

3.  41 

3.42 

3.64 

3.  50 

3.  27 

3.  11 

3.  05 

2.  88 

2.  94 

2.  81 

2.66 

2.78 

3.  09 

1  3.  14 

Difference — U.S.  price  from  world  price 


+.72 

+.33 

+.24 

+.02 

_ 

02 

+.  38 

+.  69 

+.46 

+.39 

+.45 

+.53 

+.78 

4"*  77 

+.60 

+.  64 

+ 

85 

+  .89 

+  .83 

+.85 

+  1.01 

+.88 

+.  79 

+.55 

+  .29 

+.28 

+.26 

+.31 

-i- 

66 

+.  74 

+.  33 

-.44 

-.48 

-.43 

-.20 

+.03 

10 

-.01 

-.  56 

-.71 

-1 

24 

-1.85 

-1.46 

-.58 

-.50 

-.34 

+.  15 

-.06 

+.  28 

+.41 

+.88 

+1.03 

+  1 

05 

+1.36 

+  1.45 

+1.53 

+1.67 

+1.71 

+  1.55 

+  1.33 

+1.64 

+1.79 

+2. 18 

+2.07 

+  1 

81 

+1.90 

+  1.96 

+2.  02 

+2.  30 

+2.  42 

+2.19 

+  1.88 

4“  1-  85 

+  1.  79 

+2.  01 

+1.92 

+1 

90 

+2.01 

+2.  19 

+2.05 

+1.93 

+1.86 

+  1.99 

+  1.83 

+  1.84 

4-1.  83 

+  1.69 

+  1.60 

+1 

66 

+  1.84 

+  1.  86 

+1.84 

+  1.75 

+1.75 

+1.75 

+  1.  71 

+1.67 

+1.66] 

+1.67 

+1.  70 

+1 

65 

+  1.  65 

+  1.70 

+  1.76 

+1.87 

+2.07 

+1.42 

+.  57 

— .  52 

-.  73 

-1.02 

-1.34 

— 

61 

-.53 

+.  25 

+1.11 

+.75 

+1.33 

+1.64 

+1.41 

+  1.  57 

H-l.  76 

+  1.76 

+  1.90 

+  1 

94 

+  1.99 

+  1.93 

+  1.96 

+2.  04 

+2. 18 

+2.  04 

+1.91 

+2.  00 

+2.02 

+1.92 

+2.  13 

+2 

44 

+2.60 

+2.75 

+2.73 

+2.56 

+>2.52 

+.41 
+.78 
+.11 
-.00 
+  1. 18 
+2. 02 
+  1.95 
+  1.  76 
+  1.62 
+.  14 
+  1.91 


1 1st  15  days. 


BENEFITS  TO  DOMESTIC  PRODUCERS 


Table  11  shows  the  details  of  the  manner  in  which  the  Sugar  Act 
has  achieved  one  of  its  three  basic  objectives — -that  of  assuring,  as  a 
matter  of  national  security,  the  production  of  a  substantial  portion  of 
our  sugar  requirements  in  domestic  areas.  This  table  shows,  by- 
areas,  tor  the  years  1955  through  1959  the  acreage,  production,  and 
deliveries  of  sugar,  the  extent  to  which  the  various  areas  have  filled 
their  assigned  quotas,  and  the  rate  of  Sugar  Act  payments  to  producers 
in  those  areas. 
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Table  1 1. — Selected  data  for  domestic  sugar  'producing  areas,  on  acreage,  production 

quotas,  and  payments,  1955-60 

[All  tons  are  raw  value] 


Domestic  area  and 
crop  year 

Acre¬ 
age  i 
har¬ 
vested 
for 
sugar 

Yields 

sugar 

per 

acre 

har¬ 

vested 

Produc¬ 

tion 

of 

sugar 

Quota 

charges 

Unfilled  quota 

Tan.  1 
effec¬ 
tive 
inven¬ 
tory 

Rate  of 
Sugar 
Act 
pay¬ 
ments 
per 
ton  of 
sugar 

Basic 

Adjusted 

Thou- 

Thou- 

sands  of 

sanils  of 

sands  of 

Sugar  beet: 

acres 

Tons 

tons 

Tons 

Tons 

Tons 

tons 

Dollars 

1955 _ _ _ 

744 

2.33 

1, 730 

1,  797,  327 

2,  673 

2, 673 

1, 628 

$16.  82 

1956 _ 

789 

2.  50 

1,971 

1,955,  252 

0 

149 

1,547 

15. 87 

1957 _ 

882 

2.  51 

2,213 

2, 065, 687 

0 

5,  007 

1,529 

16. 43 

1958 _ 

895 

2.  47 

2,214 

2,  239,  852 

0 

2  102,  636 

1,669 

16. 42 

1959 _ 

901 

2.  57 

2,  313 

2,  242, 188 

0 

25,  477 

1,  640 

16.  36 

1960  estimate  -  ... 

950 

2.  53 

2,  400 

1,709 

16. 36 

Mainland  sugar  cane: 

1955 _ 

2(37 

2. 14 

572 

499,  623 

377 

377 

396 

13  30 

1956 _ 

233 

2.  39 

557 

601,369 

0 

327 

465 

13. 16 

1957 _ 

259 

2.  05 

531 

635,  685 

0 

1,487 

346 

13  67 

1958 _ 

253 

2.  28 

578 

680, 552 

0 

40, 253 

244 

12.  78 

1959 _ 

290 

2.  11 

612 

578,217 

50.  582 

119,  566 

140 

13  -0 

1960  estimate. ._  .  _ 

310 

2.  26 

700 

175 

13.  40 

Puerto  Rico: 

1954-55 _ 

361 

3.23 

3  1, 165 

1,079,  562 

438 

438 

103 

13.  92 

1955-56 _ 

353 

3.  26 

3 1, 152 

1,134,769 

5,  484 

6,329 

138 

13.  85 

1956-57.. _ 

362 

2.  73 

990 

912,  571 

224, 416 

7,  429 

44 

14.  83 

1957-58 _ 

333 

2.  80 

934 

823,  034 

343,  341 

0 

6 

14.47 

1958-59 _ 

364 

2.  98 

1,087 

957,  580 

234,  918 

12,  295 

13.  68 

1959-60  estimate. 

354 

2.  97 

1.050 

g 

14. 14 

Hawaii: 

1955 _ 

106 

10.  75 

1.  140 

1.052,004 

0 

0 

6 

9.  24 

1956 _  _ 

107 

10.  28 

1. 100 

1,  091,  282 

0 

23 

49 

9.  25 

1957 _ 

107 

10. 17 

1,085 

1.  036,  763 

50,  610 

23,  237 

14 

9.  26 

1958 _ 

84 

9.  10 

765 

630,  175 

536,  200 

69,  825 

18 

9.  71 

1959 _ 

110 

8.  86 

975 

976,  852 

215,  646 

1,  118 

114 

9.  25 

1960 _ 

110 

S.  86 

975 

80 

9.  25 

Virgin  Islands: 

1955 _ 

5 

2.  14 

10 

9.  942 

2  058 

9  058 

1956 _ 

6 

2.  69 

13 

12,  535 

3!  014 

0 

12.  97 

1957 _ 

5 

3.C2 

15 

14,  753 

75  2 

0 

1958 _ 

4 

1.  3t. 

6 

6,  Of  3 

9  812 

1959 _ 

4 

2.98 

12 

12,  302 

3. 959 

103 

1960  estimate..  . 

4 

1.90 

8 

13.  05 

All  domestic  area: 

1955 _ 

1,483 

3. 11 

4,617 

4,438,458 

5,542 

5.  542 

2,  193 

13.  77 

1956 _ 

1,487 

3.  22 

4,793 

4,  795,  207 

6,  293 

6, 293 

2,  199 

13.54 

lb§7 _ 

1,615 

2.99 

4,  834 

4,6f5,  459 

122,  291 

37,  1(0 

1,933 

14.18 

1958 _ 

1,569 

2.  87 

4,497 

4,  379,  706 

531,  794 

2  204,  687 

1, 937 

14.  41 

1959 _ 

1,  669 

3.00 

4,999 

4,  767,  139 

254,  361 

158,  559 

1,901 

14.  02 

I960  estimate  . 

1,728 

2.  97 

5, 133 

1, 972 

14. 15 

1  N ational  acreage  allocations  in  years  when  production  was  restricted  with  acreages  planted  in  parentheses 
were  as  follows:  Domestic  beet  sugar  area:  1955,  850  (793);  1956,  850  (823);  1957,  950  (912);  1958,  935  (927)  ; 
1959,  925  (921);  1960,  985.  Mainland  cane  sugar  area  (for  sugar  and  seed)  1955,  299  (285);  1956,  259  (253)  • 
1957,  296  (284);  1958,  292  (27f);  1959,  314  (314!;  I960,  336  (331). 

-  50,000  tons  realloted  to  Cuba  Nov.  13,  1958,  but  included  in  this  figure. 

3  Individual  farm  proportionate  share  established  in  hundredweight  of  sugar  totaled  1,214,000  tons  for 
1954-55  crop  and  1,222,000  tons  for  1955-56  crop. 


HISTORY  AND  OPERATION  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  SUGAR  PROGRAM 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  which  administers  the  Sugar  Act, 
has  prepared  and  revised  from  time  to  time  an  excellent  description 
and  analysis  ol  the  U.S.  sugar  program  from  the  earliest  efforts  toward 
such  a  program  up  to  the  present  time.  It  explains  in  detail  the 
provisions  and  the  operations  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
which  is  by  this  bill  extended  for  1  year.  The  latest  revision  of  this 
statement  appeared  in  the  November  1959  issue  Sugar  Reports, 
published  monthly  by  tiie  Department  of  Agriculture. 
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Although  there  is  some  slight  duplication  with  the  explanation  of 
the  sugar  program  which  has  appeared  earlier  in  this  report,  the 
committee  believes  that  this  subject  is  of  such  importance  to  Members 
of  Congress  and  to  the  public  generally  that  it  is  incorporating  there, 
as  part  of  this  report,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  document 
above  referred  to. 

THE  SUPPLY  AND  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM 

Since  the  end  of  sugar  rationing  in  the  fall  of  1947,  sugar 
deliveries  for  consumption  in  the  continental  United  States 
have  tended  to  increase  with  the  population  growth  and  to  be 
stable  on  a  per  capita  basis.  While  annual  per  capita 
deliveries  fluctuated  from  94  to  102  pounds  of  refined  sugar 
in  response  to  such  extraneous  factors  as  the  Korean  conflict 
and  the  Hungarian  and  Suez  crises,  the  3-year  moving 
average  rate  of  annual  deliveries  fluctuated  only  between  96 
and  97  pounds. 

Total  annual  distribution  averaged  about  8.9  million  short 
tons,  raw  value,1  during  the  latest  3-year  cycle;  this  is  equal 
to  about  8.3  million  tons  of  refined  sugar.  The  domestic 
areas,  in  total,  have  been  accorded  the  right  to  supply  approx¬ 
imately  53  percent  of  the  requirements  of  the  continental 
United  States.  Cuba  furnishes  about  one-third  of  our  needs 
and  the  Philippines  about  1 1  percent.  About  3  percent  is 
imported  from  other  foreign  countries.  More  than  half  of 
the  domestically  produced  sugar  is  supplied  by  the  mainland 
cane  and  beet  areas.  The  remainder  comes  from  Hawaii, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  a  small  fraction  from  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Our  supply  areas  are  sufficiently  scattered  to  assure,  in  the 
aggregate,  a  dependable  source  of  supply.  There  is  seldom 
a  year  when  drought  or  other  natural  disaster  causes  serious 
crop  damage  in  more  then  one  or  two  of  these  areas.  This 
wide  dispersion  of  our  sources  of  supply  would  also  be  a  pro¬ 
tection  in  case  of  war. 

In  the  continental  United  States,  sugar  beets  are  produced 
in  22  Western  and  North  Central  States.  The  most  impor¬ 
tant  beet  producing  states  are  California,  Colorado,  and 
Idaho.  Sugarcane  is  grown  in  a  number  of  Southeastern 
and  South  Central  States,  but  only  Louisiana  and  Florida 
produce  cane  for  the  manufacture  of  sugar.  Cane  produced 
elsewhere  is  used  to  make  sugarcane  sirup. 

Most  sugar  from  cane  goes  through  two  stages  of  processing 
to  produce  the  refined  sugar  commonly  used  in  American 
households.  The  first  process,  that  of  extracting,  boiling, 
and  otherwise  processing  the  cane  juice,  is  conducted  in  the 
producing  area  in  raw  canesugar  mills.  The  products  ob¬ 
tained  are  raw  sugar,  usually  in  crystalline  form  and  various 
byproducts  such  as  blackstrap  molasses  and  bagasse.  Raw 
sugar  and  blackstrap  molasses  can  be  used  directly  without 
further  refining — raw  sugar  for  curing  tobacco,  for  instance, 
and  molasses  for  cattle  feed  and  the  manufacture  of  ethyl 

1  “Raw  value"  is  the  term  used  in  the  Sugar  Act  for  expressing  in  a  commi  n  'unit  the  various 
types  of  raw  and  refined  sugars  that  move  in  commerce.  One  ton  of  refineu  sugar  equals  1.07 
tons  of  sugar,  raw  value. 
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alcohol,  yeast,  vinegar,  and  citric  acid.  Bagasse,  the  fibrous 
portion  of  cane,  is  used  principally  as  fuel  in  the  cane  mills 
and  as  raw  material  in  the  manufacture  of  building  board, 
cardboard,  and  paper. 

Most  of  the  cane  sugar  brought  to  the  mainland  from  off¬ 
shore  areas,  both  foreign  and  domestic,  is  in  the  raw  form. 
It  is  put  through  the  second  process — the  refining  process — - 
in  refineries,  most  of  which  are  located  in  large  port  cities. 
A  few  refineries,  however,  are  located  in  producing  areas  and 
some  are  located  at  interior  points  of  consumption.  Refined 
sugars,  refiners’  sirups,  and  refiners’  blackstrap  molasses  re¬ 
sult  from  this  second  process. 

In  contrast  to  cane  sugar,  refined  sugar  from  beets  is  proc¬ 
essed  in  a  single  plant.  The  principal  byproducts  are  beet 
molasses  and  beet  pulp.  The  pulp  is  used  for  cattle  feed. 
Beet  molasses,  like  blackstrap,  is  used  as  an  ingredient  in 
cattle  feed,  and  in  the  manufacture  of  yeast  and  citric  acid. 
A  substantial  quantity  of  beet  molasses  is  put  through  the 
Steffen’s  process  for  additional  extraction  of  sugar.  The  re¬ 
sultant  Steffen’s  waste  is  used  to  produce  monosodium  gluta¬ 
mate,  a  condiment. 

In  the  domestic  areas,  64  beet  sugar  factories,  108  cane 
sugar  mills,  and  33  refineries  were  in  operation  in  1958;  13  of 
the  latter  were  operated  as  part  of  or  in  connection  with  cane 
sugar  mills.  These  establishments  represent  an  investment 
in  land,  plant,  and  equipment  of  approximately  two-thirds 
of  a  billion  dollars.  Approximately  63,000  workers  are  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  plants. 

About  77,000  producers  grow  cane  or  beets.  About 
240,000  farmworkers  are  required,  mostly  on  a  seasonal 
basis,  to  cultivate  and  harvest  the  cane  and  beets.  During 
the  early  years  of  this  decade,  about  300,000  farmworkers 
were  required. 

OUR  NATIONAL  SUGAR  POLICY,  ITS  HISTORY  AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Since  the  passage  of  the  first  Sugar  Act  in  1934,  the  sugar 
policy  of  the  United  States  has  been  to  maintain  a  healthy  do¬ 
mestic.  industry  of  limited  size;  to  promote  our  general  export 
trade ;  and  to  assure  adequate  sugar  supplies  to  consumers  at 
reasonable  and  stable  prices.  This  policy  did  not  take  shape 
overnight  but  emerged  after  145  years  of  congressional  de¬ 
cisions  and  actions  affecting  the  course  of  the  sugar  industry. 

Tariff  for  revenue ,  1789  to  1890 

The  foundation  of  the  present-day  U.S.  sugar  program  was 
laid  down  shortly  after  this  country  gained  its  independence. 
In  1789  the  new  Nation,  seeking  means  of  supporting  its 
Government,  imposed  the  first  tariff  on  raw  sugar,2  to  help 
raise  revenue.  At  that  time  and  through  most  of  the  next 
century,  import  duties  and  domestic  excise  taxes  were  the 

2  The  tariff  discussion  is  confined  to  the  tariff  on  raw  sugar,  since  most  of  the  sugar  im- 
ported  is  in  raw  form.  Generally,  refined  sugar  tariffs  have  been  higher  than,  raw  sugar  tai  ins. 
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major  source  of  Government  receipts.  The  sugar  “tariff  for 
revenue”  yielded  close  to  20  percent  of  all  import  duties. 
This  duty  remained  on  sugar  continously  until  1890,  holding 
at  about  2.5  cents  a  pound  during  most  of  the  period  but  rang¬ 
ing  from  1  to  3.5  cents. 

Although  the  purpose  of  the  first  sugar  tariff  was  to  produce 
money  for  the  Treasury,  it  also  provided  considerable  market 
protection  to  sugarcane  growers  in  Louisiana  after  that  area 
became  a  U.S.  territory  in  1803.  The  Louisiana  industry 
had  reached  significant  size  by  1830.  Later,  the  same  pro¬ 
tection  was  granted  to  Hawaii  under  the  terms  of  the  Re¬ 
ciprocal  Treaty  of  1876  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Kingdom  of  Hawaii.  Under  that  treaty,  Hawaiian  sugar 
was  admitted  duty  free.  With  this  market  advantage,  and  a 
climate  ideally  suited  to  growing  sugarcane,  Hawaii  rapidly 
expanded  sugar  production.  By  the  1890’s,  the  production 
of  sugar  had  become  Hawaii’s  most  important  industry  de¬ 
pendent  principally  on  market  outlets  in  this  country  for  its 
prosperity. 

The  sugar  bounty,  1890-94 

In  1890,  with  a  surplus  in  the  Treasury,  the  need  to  main¬ 
tain  a  raw  sugar  tariff  to  produce  revenue  was  no  longer 
pressing  and  the  duty,  then  2.25  cents  a  pound,  was  repealed. 
The  placing  of  raw  sugar  on  the  free  list  reduced  the  cost  of 
sugar  to  consumers  but  removed  tariff  protection  to  domestic 
producers.  Protection,  however,  was  continued  in  the  form 
of  a  2-cent  bounty  on  each  pound  of  sugar  domestically 
produced. 

Removal  of  the  tariff  and  the  inauguration  of  the  bounty 
had  an  important  effect  in  two  producing  areas — Hawaii  and 
Cuba.  Production  in  Cuba  was  stimulated  when  removal  of 
the  tariff  further  opened  the  U.S.  market.  On  the  other 
hand,  Hawaii  was  hurt  badly,  since  it  lost  its  preferred 
position  in  the  American  market  when  the  sugar  duty  was 
repealed.  The  price  of  Hawaiian  sugar  fell  sharply.  Ha¬ 
waiian  sugar  producers  did  not  receive  the  bounty.  General 
unrest  followed  leading  to  revolt  against  the  monarchy  of 
Queen  Liliuokalani  in  1893  and  the  establishment  of' the 
Republic  of  Hawaii  in  1894. 

Tariff  for  'protection,  1894  t°  1984 

In  1894,  the  bounty  system  was  discontinued  and  a  new 
tariff  levied  on  sugar.  However,  the  primary  purpose  of  the 
new  tariff  was  not  to  produce  revenue  as  was  formerly  the 
case  but  to  protect  the  domestic  industry  which  had  reached 
significant  size  under  the  first,  tariff  and  the  bounty.  An 
additional  motive  was  to  return  Hawaii  to  its  preferred 
status  in  our  market. 

The  second  sugar  tariff  program  remained  in  force  from 
1894  to  1934.  The  history  of  the  sugar  industry  during 
that  period  is  a  sequence  of  stable  earnings,  wild  prosperity, 
severe  but  short-lived  depression,  temporary  recovery,  and 
prolonged  depression,  in  that  order. 
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As  a  result  of  the  Spanish-American  War,  three  potentially 
heavy  sugar-producing  areas  were  added  to  the  areas 
receiving  protection  in  our  market.  Free  trade  was  extended 
to  our  new  possessions,  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Philippine 
Islands,  and  a  preferred  status  was  granted  to  Cuba.  Puerto 
Rico  received  free  trade  status  in  1901.  Tariff  aid  was 
given  more  gradually  to  the  Philippines,  but  by  1913  Philip¬ 
pine  sugar  was  granted  unlimited  free  entry.  Cuba  was 
granted  a  20-percent  tariff  preferential  under  the  Convention 
of  Commercial  Reciprocity  of  1902. 

Production  expanded  rapidly  in  these  areas  with  the 
granting  of  protection.  Cuba  and  Puerto  Rico,  like  Hawaii, 
became  specialized  one-crop  areas  directly  dependent  upon 
the  continuation  of  our  protective  policy  for  the  livelihood 
of  their  people.  Sugar  also  became  a  mainstay  of  the 
Philippine  economy,  but  the  industry  never  reached  as  domi¬ 
nant  a  position  there  as  it  did  in  the  other  areas. 

Our  beet  industry,  which  got  its  start  under  the  “tariff  for 
revenue”  and  the  bounty  system,  also  flourished  with  tariff 
protection.  By  the  time  of  World  War  I,  the  beet  area  was 
supplying  almost  one-fifth  of  the  sugar  marketed  in  this 
country. 

At  the  turn  of  the  century  slightly  more  than  half  of  our 
sugar  came  from  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba.  But  by 
1913  the  increase  in  sugar  supplied  in  the  continental  United 
States,  in  our  territories,  and  in  Cuba  had  pushed  practically 
all  other  foreign  sugar  from  our  market  . 

In  World  War  I,  the  Government  placed  rigid  controls  on 
sugar  distribution  and  on  prices  of  refined  sugar.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  a  price  guarantee  was  placed  on  Cuban  sugar  and 
domestic  sugar  beets  to  encourage  production.  The  beet 
area  responded  to  wartime  price  incentives  only  to  maintain 
production;  but  Cuba,  where  sugar  offered  the  principal 
means  of  participating  in  wartime  expansion,  greatly 
increased  its  production. 

After  World  War  I,  with  the  lifting  of  controls  and  the 
prospect  of  short  supplies,  sugar  became  one  of  the  specula¬ 
tive  leaders  in  the  worldwide  inflationary  boom  of  1920. 
The  world  price  of  raw  sugar  reached  a  monthly  average 
peak  of  more  than  19  cents  a  pound  in  May  1920.  The 
bubble  soon  burst  and  the  price  of  woild  sugar  dropped  to  an 
average  of  less  than  5  cents  a  pound  in  December  1920.  The 
depression  in  world  sugar  lasted  through  most  of  1922. 
Toward  the  end  of  the  year,  however,  sugar  prices  began  to 
advance  and  by  1923  reached  a  second,  but  much  iower, 
postwar  peak  of  slightly  more  than  6.5  cents  a  pound  and 
ranged  between  5  and  6  cents  a  pound  for  more  than  a  year. 

Many  believed  that  the  sugar  industry  both  in  this 
country,  and  generally  throughout  the  world,  had  recovered 
its  prewar  order  and  prosperity.  Americans  especially 
showed  their  confidence  in  the  future  of  sugar  by  pouring 
large  sums  of  money  into  Cubar  sugar  production. 


22 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


But  the  international  sugar  industry  was  in  for  a  rude 
shock.  World  sugar  production  began  outstripping  world 
demand  in  1925.  Surpluses  accumulated  and  prices  dropped 
below  1922  levels.  The  trend  in  world  production  con¬ 
tinued  upward  even  in  the  face  of  mounting  surpluses  and 
unprofitable  prices.  This  was  partly  because  of  artificial 
stimulation  of  beet-sugar  production  in  countries  which  had 
historically  imported  sugar  but  which  desired  to  become 
self-sufficient.  In  addition,  there  were  tremendous  improve¬ 
ments  in  methods  of  cultivating  and  processing  sugarcane 
during  the  1920’s  and  early  1930’s.  Except  for  a  slight 
upturn  in  1927,  world  sugar  prices  did  not  improve  between 
1925  and  1928.  In  1929  prices  began  to  decline  once  more. 
The  situation  worsened  each  year  from  1929  to  the  bottom  of 
the  general  depi’ession  in  1932-33. 

The  depression  in  world  sugar,  in  both  the  early  and  late 
1920’s,  was  felt  by  domestic  producers  as  well  as  by  pro¬ 
ducers  in  the  large  exporting  countries  as  U.S.  prices  gen¬ 
erally  moved  with  world  prices.  In  1921,  the  U.S.  price  was 
lower  than  at  any  time  since  1916,  and  Congress  raised  the 
sugar  tariffs.  The  duty  on  sugar  from  Cuba,  our  principal 
foreign  competitor,  was  increased  in  1921  from  1  to  1.60 
cents  a  pound,  and  in  1922  to  1.7648  cents  a  pound.  The 
duty  on  other  foreign  sugar  was  also  increased  each  time  so 
that  the  Cuban  tariff  preferential  was  maintained. 

As  the  world  price  was  firm,  these  increased  duties  solved 
the  immediate  price  problems  of  domestic  producers.  In 
fact  when  the  world  price  strengthened  in  1923  and  1924, 
consumers  complained  that  the  tariffs  were  forcing  the  U.S. 
price  too  high. 

When  the  world  depression  in  sugar  became  serious  in  the 
late  1928’s  Congress  was  asked  for  still  higher  tariffs  to  offset 
world  price  reductions.  As  a  result,  in  1930  the  duty  on 
Cuban  sugar  was  raised  to  2  cents  a  pound  and  the  duty  on 
other  foreign  sugar  was  raised  to  2.5  cents.  However,  the 
bottom  was  falling  out  of  the  world  sugar  market.  By  May 
1932,  the  world  price  of  raw  sugar  dropped  to  less  than  1 
cent  a  pound.  The  U.S.  price  followed  the  world  price 
downward  reaching  the  depression  low  of  less  than  3  cents 
a  pound  in  1932 — -the  2-cent  duty  on  Cuban  sugar  plus  the 
world  price  and  the  cost  of  freight  from  Cuba. 

Although  the  domestic  sugar  price  was  quite  low  com¬ 
pared  with  prices  in  previous  years,  the  duty  did  hold  the 
price  at  an  irreducible  minimum — a  guarantee  that  other 
agricultural  enterprises  did  not  have.  The  duty-paid  price 
actually  permitted  production  to  increase  in  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Philippine  Islands,  and  the  beet  area. 

The  increase  in  production  in  the  beet  area  was  not  due 
to  the  fact  that  returns  from  sugar  were  high  at  the  going 
price  but  only  that  competing  crops  promised  even  lower 
returns  at  that  time.  Technological  progress  and  the  effort 
to  offset  low  prices  by  increased  output  caused  production  to 
climb  in  the  islands. 
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It  was  generally  agreed  that  domestic  producers  needed 
higher  prices  if  they  were  to  realize  fair  returns.  On  the 
surface  at  least,  the  tariff  promised  to  give  sufficient  pro¬ 
tection  to  our  sugar  producers  if  it  were  raised  high  enough. 
But  in  the  severe  depression  years  of  1932  and  1933  it  became 
clear  from  two  important  standpoints  that  further  increases 
in  the  tariff  would  not  be  a  solution  to  the  sugar  problem. 

First,  the  stimulus  of  high  tariff  protection  was  already 
causing  overproduction  in  certain  domestic  areas,  thus 
offsetting  the  price  benefits  of  the  protection.  It  was  appar¬ 
ent  that  if  the  tariff  were  raised  enough  to  afford  adequate 
returns  to  growers  in  the  highest  cost  areas,  production  in 
other  areas  would  have  been  excessively  stimulated  and  our 
market  further  crowded. 

Second,  Cuba’s  income  from  sugar  had  fallen  so  drastically 
that  changes  were  needed  that  would  help  improve  her 
economy  and  her  trade  with  the  United  States.  A  20- 
percent  duty  preference  since  1903  had  made  Cuba  the  source 
of  more  than  98  percent  of  the  foreign  sugar  entering  the 
United  States.  After  1930,  imports  of  sugar  from  Cuba  fell 
to  less  than  30  percent  of  our  supply  from  both  domestic  and 
foreign  sources  and  the  value  of  our  annual  exports  to  Cuba 
fell  to  a  low  of  about  25  millions  of  dollars  after  having 
averaged  well  over  150  millions  for  the  decade  ending  in 
1930.  Tariff  increases  all  over  the  world  had  encouraged 
production  in  importing  countries,  reducing  the  demand  for 
Cuban  sugar  in  other  countries,  also.  As  a  consequence, 
Cuba  was  compelled  to  cut  production  substantially.  The 
one  crop  on  which  Cuba’s  livelihood  primarily  depended  was 
almost  unsalable. 

During  the  early  months  of  1933,  the  U.S.  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  made  a  careful  appraisal  of  the  prevailing  sugar 
situation  and  recommended  a  program  emphasizing  supply 
controls  rather  than  the  traditional  tariff  method  of  assist¬ 
ance.  In  a  letter  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
dated  April  11,  1933,  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission 
noted  the  failure  of  the  tariff  to  solve  the  sugar  problem. 
He  pointed  out  that  the  price  had  declined  to  disaster  levels 
for  both  American  and  Cuban  producers;  that  both  the  do¬ 
mestic  industry  and  that  of  Cuba  required  price  relief;  that 
prices  should  be  raised  by  limiting,  through  a  quota  system, 
the  supply  of  sugar  offered  for  sale  in  tiiis  country;  and  that 
if  some  type  of  quota  system  were  instituted  by  this  country, 
the  duty  on  Cuban  sugar  might  be  reduced  to  help  restore 
the  purchasing  power  of  Cuba. 

The  first  attempt  to  develop  a  new  sugar  program  was 
made  in  1933  by  representatives  of  the  sugar  industry  under 
authority  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act.  That  act 
empowered  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  raise  farm  prices 
and  restore  farmers’  purchasing  power  by  two  methods: 

(1)  By  restricting  production  of  “basic”  farm  commodities 
and  making  benefits  payments  in  return  for  restriction;  and 

(2)  by  restricting  sales  of  farm  products  through  voluntary 
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marketing  agreements  with  distributors  and  processors. 
Since  sugar  was  not  classed  as  a  basic  commodity  in  1933 
(it  was  a  basic  commodity  from  1934  to  1936),  the  Secretary 
asked  the  various  segments  of  the  industry  to  meet  in  Wash¬ 
ington  arid  work  out  a  plan  for  improving  and  stabilizing 
sugar  prices  under  the  voluntary  marketing  agreement 
authority  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  . 

During  the  summer  of  1933,  numerous  conferences  were 
held  by  representatives  of  the  industry  to  develop  a  market¬ 
ing  agreement  for  sugar.  Many  of  the  sessions  were  quite 
stormy  owing  to  the  difficulties 'in  settling  the  differences  of 
the  conferees.  Any  plan  that  would  increase  the  price  of 
sugar  involved  cutting  supplies  placed  on  the  market,  and 
naturally,  each  area  was  interested  in  having  the  other  area 
do  most  of  the  cutting.  In  September,  a  plan  was  submitted 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  his  approval.  The  plan 
was  called  the  stabilization  agreement  and  was  designed  to 
accomplish  stabilization  in  four  ways:  (1)  The  fixing  of 
minimum  prices  for  raw  suger;  (2)  'the  limiting  of  total 
deliveries  of  sugar  to  the  U.S.  market  and  the  allocation  of 
a  share  of  the  market  to  each  domestic  and  foreign  producing 
area  through  a  quota  system;  (3)  the  limiting  of  production 
in  each  domestic  area  to  fit  the  marketing  quotas;  and  (4) 
the  prohibition  of  so-called  unfair  methods  of  competition, 
such  as  secret  rebates,  concessions,  and  price  discounts, 
among  the  distributors  of  sugar. 

After  considering  the  stabilization  agreement  the  Secretary 
concluded  that  the  plan  was  unworkable  on  the  grounds  that 
it  would  tend  to  increase  rather  than  remove  the  disparity 
in  agriculture’s  purchasing  power.  The  Government  further 
indicated  that  “no  effective  control  of  production  was 
contemplated”  under  the  plan.  Another  objection  to  the 
plan  was  that  it  did  not  provide  for  a  reduction  in  the  Cuban 
tariff  nor,  the  Government  believed,  adequate  sharing  of  our 
market  with  Cuba. 

The  Sugar  Stabilization  Agreement  did  not  go  into  effect. 
But  its  formulation  made  possible  the  later  enactment  of  the 
first  sugar  legislation,  the  Jones-Costigan  Act.  In  develop¬ 
ing  the  plan  the  industry  had,  for  the  first  time,  gotten  to¬ 
gether,  thrashed  out  its  problems,  and  agreed  on  such  con¬ 
troversial  matters  as  the  need  for  balancing  supplies  with 
demand  and  of  assigning  under  a  quota  system  a  portion  of 
the  market  needs  to  each  area. 

When  the  stabilization  agreement  was  rejected,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  used  the  plan  as  a  starting  point  and  drafted  a  new 
set  of  proposals.  These  proposals  were  recommended  by  the 
President  to  Congress  for  legislative  action  in  early  1934. 
On  May  9  of  that  year,  the  President  approved  the'  Jones- 
Costigan  Act  which  included  most  of  the  President’s  rec¬ 
ommendations.  Succeeding  sugar  legislation  has  carried  for¬ 
ward  the  basic  philosophy  underlying  the  Jones-Costigan 
Act. 
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THE  SUGAR  ACTS,  1934-59 

The  Jones-Costigan  Act,  an  amendment  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act,  contained  six  principal  features  for 
dealing  with  the  sugar  problem.  These  were  (1)  the  deter¬ 
mination  each  year  of  the  quantity  of  sugar  needed  to  supply 
the  Nation’s  requirements  at  prices  reasonable  to  consumers 
and  fair  to  producers;  (2)  the  division  of  the  U.S.  sugar  mar¬ 
ket  among  the  domestic  and  foreign  supplying  areas  by  the 
use  of  quotas  and  subordinate  limitations  on  offshore  direct 
consumption  sugar;  (3)  the  allotment  of  these  quotas  among 
the  various  processors  in  each  area;  (4)  the  adjustment  of 
production  in  each  area  to  the  established  quotas;  (5)  the 
evying  of  a  tax  on  the  processing  of  sugarcane  and  sugar 
leets,  to  proceeds  of  which  to  be  used  to  make  payments  to 
producers  to  compensate  them  for  adjusting  their  production 
to  marketing  quotas  to  augment  then-  income;  and  (6)  the 
equitable  division  of  sugar  returns  among  beet  and  cane 
processors,  growers,  and  farmworkers. 

The  act  remained  unchanged  until  early  1936  when  the 
Supreme  Court  ruled  that  a  tax  on  processors  of  agricultural 
commodities  was  unconstitutional  when  used  as  a  device  to 
control  production.  In  view  of  this  decision,  Congress  re¬ 
pealed  the  provisions  of  the  act  permitting  the  imposition  of 
processing  taxes  and  the  making  of  production  control  con¬ 
tracts  between  the  Government  and  growers.  But  the 
quota  and  allotment  system  remained  in  effect. 

The  repeal  of  the  processing  tax  and  payment  provisions 
of  the  Jones-Costigan  Act  was  considered  crippling  to  the 
sugar  program  by  the  Government  and  others  interested  in 
the  program  because  it  removed  the  incentive  to  growers  for 
holding  production  in  line  with  quotas.  Therefore,  in  the 
following  year,  the  President  recommended  that  Congress 
enact  new  legislation  embodying,  in  general,  the  principles 
of  the  earlier  legislation.  This  recommendation  resulted  in 
the  enactment  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  To  meet  the  objec¬ 
tions  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  the  old  processing  tax,  the  new 
excise  tax  was  not  related  to  Government  payments  to  grow¬ 
ers.  The  new  act  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  make  such  payments  out  of  the  Treasury  from  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  this  purpose. 

The  Sugar  Act  of  1937  was  originally  scheduled  to  expire 
in  1940.  However,  it  was  extended  to  1941,  then  from  1941 
to  1944,  from  1944  to  1946,  and  again  from  1946  through 
December  31,  1947.  The  quota  limitations  were  lifted  by 
Presidential  proclamation  from  September  11  to  December 
31,  1939,  because  of  scare  buying  after  the  outbreak  of  war  in 
Europe.  They  were  again  lifted  by  the  President  from  April 
1942  through  1947  during  this  country’s  war  emergency. 

The  Sugar  Act  of  1948  superseded  the  1937  act  and  ex¬ 
tended  the  sugar  program  through  December  31,  1952.  The 
new  legislation  did  not  change  the  basic  objectives  of  the 
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Sugar  Act  of  1937  but  it  did  change  the  method  of  establish¬ 
ing  quotas.  In  the  1937  act,  a  fixed  percentage  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  requirements  was  assigned  to  each  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  area.  The  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  however,  assigned  fixed 
quantities  to  domestic  areas  and  the  Philippines  and  variable 
quotas  to  Cuba  and  “other  foreign  countries”  by  distributing 
the  balance  of  our  requirements  to  these  countries  on  a  per¬ 
centage  basis.  This  gave  the  benefit  of  our  increased  con¬ 
sumption  largely  to  Cuba.  Also,  it  was  known  that  the 
Philippines  would  have  large  sugar  deficits  for  several  years, 
and  95  percent  of  these  were  assigned  to  Cuba. 

This  country  felt  obliged  to  help  Cuba  to  market  its  record 
crop  in  the  face  of  anticipated  decline  in  world  demand.  We 
had  strongly  urged  Cuba  to  increase  production  during 
World  War  II  to  help  make  up  the  loss  of  Philippine  sugar 
and  to  supply  the  needs  of  our  war  emergency.  Cuba  re¬ 
sponded  to  the  request,  and  marketed  a  large  part  of  its  out¬ 
put  to  this  country  at  prices  far  below  those  prevailing  in  the 
world  free  market. 

In  1951,  Congress  again  reviewed  the  sugar  program  and 
the  need  for  continuing  protection  for  the  domestic  industry 
through  special  legislation  after  December  31,  1952,  when 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  was  due  to  expire.  In  September 
1951,  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  was  amended  and  extended 
from  January  1,  1953,  to  December  31,  1956. 

Amendments  to  the  act  primarily  concerned  quotas.  The 
Puerto  Rican  quota  was  increased  from  910,000  tons  to 
1,080,000  tons  and  the  Virgin  Islands  quota  from  6,000  to 
12,000  tons.  Participation  of  Cuba  and  other  foreign 
countries  in  the  overall  variable  quota  was  changed  some¬ 
what.  Other  foreign  countries  were  granted  4  percent  of 
the  overall  variable  quota  instead  of  1.36  percent  as  provided 
in  the  unamended  act.  Cuba’s  share  was  set  at  96  percent. 
A  liquid  sugar  3  quota  was  assigned  to  the  British  West 
Indies  in  addition  to  the  quotas  previously  allotted  to  Cuba 
and  the  Dominican  Republic.  In  addition,  some  revisions 
were  made  in  the  method  of  reassigning  among  other  areas 
the  unfilled  portion  or  deficit  in  the  quota  of  a  particular 
area. 

In  May  1956,  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  was  again  amended 
and  extended  to  December  31,  1960.  The  amendment  re¬ 
stores  to  the  domestic  areas  participation  in  the  growth  of 
our  sugar  market.  Beginning  in  1956  market  growth  in 
excess  of  8,350,000  tons  is  shared  55  percent  by  domestic 
areas  and  45  percent  by  foreign  countries.  The  first  165,000 
tons  of  increased  quotas  for  domestic  areas  are  assigned  51.5 
percent  to  the  domestic  beet  area  and  48.5  percent  to  the 
mainland  cane  area;  the  next  20,000  and  3,000  tons  are 
assigned  to  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  respectively, 
and  increases  in  excess  of  188,000  tons  are  apportioned 
among  all  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  quotas  then  in 

3  Liquid  sugar  is  defined  as  noncrystalline  sugar  containing  nonsugar  solids  (excluding 
any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been  added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to 
not  more  than  6  percent  of  total  soluble  solids.  This  is  exclusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice 
produced  from  sugarcane  grown  in  the  continental  United  States. 
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effect  for  each  domestic  area.  The  increase  in  quotas  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
resulting  from  market  growth  in  excess  of  8,350,000  tons  is 
assigned  in  the  ratio  of  43.2  percent  to  Cuba  and  1.8  percent 
to  all  other  such  foreign  countries  in  1956,  and  29.59  percent 
and  15.41  percent,  respectively,  in  1957  and  each  subse¬ 
quent  year.  The  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
remains  unchanged  throughout  the  extension  of  the  act. 
Deficits  in  that  part  of  any  domestic  area  quota  which  per¬ 
tains  to  sugar  requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000  tons  are 
prorated  to  the  other  domestic  areas  only.  As  in  the  past, 
Cuba  shares  in  the  proration  of  domestic  area  defictis 
resulting  from  the  inability  of  any  domestic  area  to  market 
the  portion  of  its  quota  pertaining  to  sugar  requirements  up 
to  8,350,000  tons.  In  addition  to  other  amendments  of  an 
administrative  or  technical  nature,  there  are  also  some 
changes  in  the  provisions  for  the  limitation  of  direct  con¬ 
sumption  sugar  entry  within  the  offshore  quotas. 

The  aims  o  f  sugar  legislation 

The  preamble  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
states  that  its  purpose  is  “to  regulate  commerce  among 
the  several  States,  with  the  territories  and  possessions  of 
the  United  States,  and  with  foreign  countries;  to  protect 
the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in 
the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry;  to  promote  the 
export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for  other  purposes.” 
Stated  more  directly,  the  act  is  designed  to  maintain  a 
healthy  and  competitive  domestic  sugar  industry  of  limited 
size;  to  assure  adequate  sugar  supplies  to  consumers  at 
reasonable  prices;  and  to  promote  our  general  export  trade. 
Previous  legislation  had  the  same  basic  purposes. 

How  the  act  works 

Determining  the  sugar  needs  oj  consumers. — Title  II  of  the 
act,  called  Quota  Provisions,  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  determine  how  much  sugar  will  be  needed  to  fill 
U.S.  requirements  during  each  calendar  year.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  must  make  his  determination  in  December  for  the 
following  year,  but  he  may  revise  it  up  or  down  during  the 
year  if  the  needs  change.  The  sugar  determination  estab¬ 
lishes  the  quantity  of  sugar  in  short  tons,  raw  value,  that 
may  be  marketed  in  the  United  States  during  the  year 
under  consideration. 

In  making  his  initial  estimate  the  Secretary  uses  as  a 
starting  point  the  quantity  of  sugar  distributed  during  the 
12-month  period  ended  October  31  next  preceding  the 
calendar  year  for  which  the  determination  is  being  made. 
Then  he  must  make  allowances  for  deficiencies  or  surpluses 
in  the  Nation’s  sugar  inventories  and  for  changes  in  con¬ 
sumption  caused  by  changes  in  population,  and  demand 
conditions.  When  the  Secretary  has  arrived  at  a  tentative 
figure,  using  the  standards  outlined  above,  he  must  then 
consider  the  price  that  this  quantity  of  sugar  would  likely 
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bring  on  a  wholesale  refined  basis.  If  the  estimated  sugar 
price  will  be  excessive  to  consumers  or  too  low  to  protect  the 
welfare  of  the  domestic  industry,  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  increase  or  decrease  the  determination  of  the  quantity 
ol  sugar  that  may  be  marketed  to  achieve  a  fair  and 
reasonable  price. 

Since  the  war,  the  Secretary  has  held  a  public  hearing  each 
year  at  which  all  interested  persons— industrial  users,  and 
other  consumers,  distributors,  refiners,  beet  and  cane 
processors,  and  growers — may  present  views  or  arguments 
on  the  matter.  This  meeting  is  usually  held  in  November 
each  year,  a  few  weeks  before  the  requirements  determination 
111  'December.  YV  ritten  statements  may  also  be  submitted  for 
the  Secretary’s  consideration. 

The  Secretary  must  also  determine  requirements  for 
local  consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  so  that 
t  le  geneial  price  and  marketing  objectives  will  be  the  same 
in  all  American  markets. 


Establishing  quotas  to  domestic  and  foreign  producing  areas. — - 
Alter  the  Secretary  has  determined  requirements,  each  do¬ 
mestic  and  foreign  producing  area  supplying  this  country 
with  sugar  is  assigned  a  quota  representing  its  share  of  the 
market. 

tJl,e  1948  act>  as  amended,  fixed  quotas  totaling 
4,444,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  are  established  for  the 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas.  In  addition,  55  percent  of 
l  .S.  sugar  requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000  tons  are  shared 
by  the  domestic  areas.  This  55  percent  of  the  increment 
between  8,350,000  and  8,691,818  tons  is  allocated  to  individ¬ 
ual  domestic  areas  in  specific  amounts.  The  domestic  share 
ol  requirements  in  excess  of  8,691,818  tons  is  prorated  amon^ 
domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  their  quotas  at  that  leveh 
lhe  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  4  is  fixed. 

Quotas  lor  Cuba  and  “other  foreign  countries”  5  vary  each 
3  eai  depending  upon  the  tonnage  provided  by  the  Secretary’s 
sugar  requirements  determination.  First,  Cuba  is  allotted 
96  percent  and  other  foreign  countries  are  allotted  4  percent 
ol  the  difference  between  8,350,000  tons  and  the  sum  of  the 
fixed  domestic  and  Philippine  quotas  (5,424,000  tons).  That 
difference  is  2,926,000  tons. 

Second,  45  percent  of  the  total  requirements  in  excess  of 
8,350,000  tons  are  apportioned  as  follows:  29.59  percent  to 
Cuba  and  15.41  percent  to  other  foreign  countries. 

Table  12  shows  (1)  the  proration  of  quotas  when  sugar 
requirements  are  8,350,000  short  tons,  raw  value;  (2)  the 

qu?ta  entered  duty  free  until  Jan.  1,  1956,  when  it  became  subject  to  5 

Pi!h^nti^ihe'PiU-ban*<  Ut^iiafe'-  S,nce  Jan-  1959’  il  has  been  dutiable  at  10  percent  of  the 
Cuban  late.  This  rate  will  be  increased  by  3  year  periods  (to  20  percent  hppinnimr  with 
the  year  1962  and  then  successively  to  40,  60.  and  80  percent)  to  100  percent  of  the  Cuban 
Ph!-finn'e  from  Jan.  1  to  July  3,  1974,  and  to  the  full-duty  rate  beginning  July  4  1974  The 
ilippme  quota  is  specified  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  as  952  000  tons  of  snvar 
The  raw  value  equivalent  of  this  quantity  is  presently  determined  by  the  Secretary  as  980000 

mm  thP  PhiUnn0111  a,vailahle  data  ?«  the  average  purity  or  poladzation^ “f sugar recei^d 
ir  im  the  Philippines  during  a  period  preceding  the  year  for  which  the  auota  is  established 

Ui  te^rf  rarihZati°n^f  Philippine  su&ar  entered  in  this  country  changes  significantly* 

X  CiT,f,th.e  raw  value  equivalent  of  the  Philippine  quota  slRnincanu>> 
Phifjpptae™  CaUed  full‘duty  countries  M  contrasted  with  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
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proration  of  quotas  for  domestic  areas  when  sugar  require¬ 
ments  are  8,691,818  tons  (at  that  requirements  level  the 
priority  provisions  of  the  1956  legislation  are  fully  consum¬ 
mated)  ;  and  (3)  the  percentage  proration  of  requirements  in 
excess  of  8,691,818  tons  to  the  several  domestic  areas  and 
the  percentage  proration  of  requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,- 
000  tons  to  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines. 

Table  12. — Proration  of  quotas 


Area 

Short  tons,  raw  value 

Percentage 
proration  for 
total  quotas 
in  excess  of 
basis  levels 
shown  in 
columns 
(1)  or  (2) 

(3) 

Quotas 
when  total 
quotas  are 
8,350,000 
tons 

CD 

Quotas  of  do¬ 
mestic  areas 
when  total 
quotas  are 
8,691,818 
tons 

(2) 

Domestic: 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  . 

1,  800.  000 
500,  000 
1,052,  000 

1,  080,  000 
12,  000 

1,  884,  975 
580,  025 

1,  052,  000 

1, 100.  000 
15.000 

22. 3821 
6. 887i 

12.  4914 

13.  0613 
.  1781 

Mainland  cane  sugar.  ..  .  ...  _ 

Hawaii _  .  . . 

Puerto  Rico  . 

Virgin  Islands _ 

Total  domestic _ ... 

4,  444,  000 

4.  032,  000 

55.  0000 

Foreign: 

Philippines  _  . 

980,  000 

2,  808.  960 
117,040 

0 

29.  5900 
15.4100 

Cuba  . _  _ 

Full  duty  countries _ 

Peru _  _  _ 

50,  062 
29,  482 
11,259 
8,  001 
4.820 
3,000 
3,000 
3,  000 
3.000 
631 
516 
182 
84 

3 

4.  3300 
4.  9500 
5. 1000 
.  5739 
.  2090 
.0696 
.  0594 
.0594 
.0587 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Dominican  Republic. 

Mexico  .  _ 

Nicaragua  ...  ... 

Haiti  _  _  .  ..  _ 

Netherlands.  _  ... 

China  (Formosa) _ 

Panama  ...  . 

Costa  Rica  ....... 

Canada _  _  ..  _ 

United  Kingdom _  ..  . 

Belgium.  ... 

British  Guiana _  _  ... 

Hong  Kong,  ...  _ 

Total  foreign.  ..  ..... 

3,  906,  000 

45,  0000 

Grand  total...  . . . 

8,  350. 000 

100. 0000 

U.S.  sugar  requirements  and  the  quotas  representing  the 
share  of  each  producing  area  are  determined  and  expressed 
in  short  tons,  on  a  raw  value  basis.  Most  of  the  quotas  for 
the  domestic  offshore  and  foreign  areas  may  be  filled  only 
with  raw  sugar  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality 
on  the  mainland.  Raw  sugar  is  defined  in  detail  in  the  act 
and  in  a  regulation  issued  under  it. 

Other  sugar  is  “direct-consumption  sugar.”  This  in¬ 
cludes,  primarily,  white  refined  and  other  types  of  sugar 
familiar  in  home  consumption.  However,  it  also  refers  to 
other  lower  grade  sugars  when  used  directly  without  further 
refining.  Raw  sugar,  for  instance,  when  used  in  the  curing 
of  tobacco  and  certain  types  of  pork  products  is  considered 
“direct-consumption  sugar.”  About  600,000  tons  of  direct- 
consumption  sugar  are  entered  from  offshore  domestic  and 
foreign  areas  each  year. 
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Liquid  sugar  of  domestic  origin  may  generally  be  mar¬ 
keted  within  the  quotas  for  domestic  areas,  except  for  a 
restriction  on  liquid,  direct-consumption  sugar  from  Puerto 
Rico  to  a  portion  of  the  specific  direct-consumption  allowance 
which  may  be  entered  from  that  Commonwealth. 

Cuba,  the  Dominican  Republic,  and  the  British  West 
Indies  have  separate  small  liquid  sugar  quotas  determined 
and  expressed  in  gallons  of  72  percent  total  sugar  content. 
No  foreign  liquid  sugar  may  be  imported  within  the  crystal¬ 
line  sugar  quotas  described  above. 

The  liquid  sugar  quotas  for  foreign  countries  are  shown 
below.  The  act  does  not  provide  for  the  reapportionment 
of  liquid  sugar  quota  deficits. 


Wine  gallons 

Approximate 

of  72  percent 

equivalent 

total  sugar 

in  tons  of 

content 

sugar,  raw 

value 

Country: 

7, 970, 558 
830, 894 
300,000 

0 

33, 473 
3,489 
1,260 
0 

Dominican  Republic _ _ _ 

British  West  Indies.  _ _ 

Other  foreign  countries _ _ _ 

Deficits  in  quotas. — If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic 
area  or  Cuba  cannot  market  its  quota,  he  must  allocate 
the  deficit  among  the  rest  of  these  areas  in  proportion  to 
their  quotas,  provided  that  any  deficit  in  a  domestic  area 
quota,  which  occurs  because  of  inability  to  market  that  part 
of  the  quota  resulting  from  sugar  requirements  in  excess  of 
8,350,000  tons,  is  prorated  to  the  other  domestic  areas  alone 
rather  than  to  domestic  areas  and  Cuba. 

If  the  Philippines  are  unable  to  market  their  quota,  96 
percent  of  the  deficit  are  allocated  to  Cuba  and  4  percent  to 
other  foreign  countries.  A  deficit  by  a  foreign  country  in  its 
proration  assigned  from  the  overall  quota  for  "other  foreign 
countries”  is  allotted  among  the  remaining  countries  of  this 
group.  Cuba  is  assigned  any  deficit  in  the  overall  quota  for 
"other  foreign  countries.”  If  any  area  is  unable  to  fill  the 
deficit  assigned  to  it,  such  deficit  may  be  reapportioned  to 
such  other  areas  as  the  Secretary  determines  is  necessary  to 
obtain  the  sugar.  A  deficit  determination,  however,  does  not 
deprive  any  area  or  country  of  the  right  to  market  its  full 
quota.  If  a  foreign  country  having  a  quota  or  proration 
in  excess  of  10,000  tons  fails  by  more  than  10  pei’cent  to  fill  it 
during  a  year  in  which  the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the 
domestic  price,  its  quota  or  proration  will  be  reduced  in 
subsequent  years  by  the  quantity  by  which  the  country 
failed  to  fill  its  quota  or  proration  uidcss  the  Secretary  finds 
sufficient  cause  for  such  shortfall. 

Establishing  marketing  allotments  to  processors  and  im¬ 
porters ,6 — One  important  function  of  the  sugar  program  is 

0  Allotments  may  be  made  to  persons  who  market  or  Import  sugar.  Allotments  of  domestic 
area  quotas  have  been  made  to  processors  of  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets.  For  mainland  pro¬ 
duction  allotments  apply  to  the  first  sale  of  the  sugar.  For  offshore  production  allotments 
apply  when  the  sugar  is  brought  into  the  continental  United  States  or,  in  domestic  areas  when 
first  sold  for  local  consumption.  No  foreign  quota  has  been  allotted. 
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to  promote  orderly  marketing.  The  establishment  of  quotas 
alone  may  accomplish  this.  But  sometimes  quotas  are  not 
enough,  especially  when  supplies  in  the  producing  areas 
materially  exceed  the  quotas.  If,  for  example,  a  domestic 
area  has  more  sugar  available  for  marketing  than  its  quota, 
the  various  processors  are  likely  to  rush  sugar  on  the  market 
to  make  sure  they  dispose  of  their  supply  before  the  quota  is 
filled.  This  produces  the  unfortunate  combination  of  a 
temporarily  oversupplied  market  and  panicky  sellers  and 
usually  results  in  an  unwarranted  decline  in  price. 

If  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  pressure  of  supplies  in  an 
area  is  likely  to  cause  disorderly  marketing,  he  must  allot 
the  quota  fairly  among  the  processors.  This  allotment 
assures  each  processor  of  an  equitable  share  of  the  market, 
removes  the  “fear’'  element,  and  permits  the  conduct  of 
business  on  a  more  stable  day-to-day  basis. 

The  allotment  of  quotas  among  processors  is  based  on  past 
marketings  of  sugar  by  the  persons  concerned,  their  ability 
to  market  sugar  during  the  season  for  which  the  allotment  is 
being  made,  and  on  their  sugar  processings  from  beets  or  cane 
to  which  proportionate  shares  pertain.  Proportionate 
shares  are  covered  in  the  following  section: 

Assigning  'proportionate  shares. — As  pointed  out  above, 
the  Sugar  Act  requires  the  Secretary  to  divide  the  U.S. 
sugar  market  among  domestic  and  foreign  areas  and,  if 
necessary,  for  orderly  marketing,  to  divide  quotas  among 
processors  and  importers. 

For  domestic  areas,  the  act  also  requires  the  Secretary  to 
divide  the  market  among  individual  farms.  In  dividing  the 
market  among  farms,  however,  the  Secretary  is  dealing 
with  a  different  total  quantity  of  sugar  than  when  determin¬ 
ing  quotas  and  allotments.  He  must  allow  for  enough  sugar 
to  provide  a  normal  carryover  as  well  as  the  amount  of  sugar 
represented  by  the  quota.  Because  of  the  time  it  takes  to 
grow  and  process  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the 
“proportionate  shares”  must  be  determined  long  before  the 
quota,  is  finally  established  to  regulate  the  marketing  of 
sugar  made  from  that  crop. 

The  Secretary  must  determine  the  quantity  of  sugar  each 
domestic  area  may  carry  over  into  the  following  year.  Then 
he  makes  allowances  for  deficiencies  or  surpluses  in  the 
current  stocks  in  the  respective  areas  and  adds  to  or  subtracts 
from  the  quota  sufficiently  to  assure  a  normal  carryover  into 
the  next  year.  The  resultant  amount,  which  represents 
the  total  quantity  of  sugar  that  may  be  produced  in  the 
area,  is  then  divided  among  farms.  Each  farm’s  allotment, 
known  as  its  “proportionate  share,”  may  be  expressed  in 
acres,  tons  of  sugarcane  or  beets,  or  in  tons  of  sugar,  raw 
value,  which  can  be  normally  produced  from  cane  or  beets. 

For  many  years,  proportionate  shares  in  the  several 
domestic  areas  were  simply  determined  as  the  beet  or  cane 
acreages  actually  grown  or,  in  the  offshore  domestic  areas, 
as  the  tonnage  of  raw  sugar  actually  processed  from  the 
sugarcane  grown.  In  recent  years,  however,  it  was  necessary 


32 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


to  determine  restrictive  proportionate  shares  in  some  of  the 
areas  in  order  to  prevent  the  accumulation  of  sugar  stocks  in 
excess  of  marketing  quota  and  normal  carryover  needs.  Such 
restrictions  were  in  effect  on  an  acreage  basis  in  the  main¬ 
land  cane  area  for  the  crop  years  1954  through  1958  and  were 
established  but  later  rescinded  for  the  1959  crop.  In  the 
domestic  beet  area  such  restrictions  have  applied  to  the  1955 
through  1959  crops.  Restrictive  proportionate  shares  were 
in  effect  in  Puerto  Rico  on  a  sugar  tonnage  basis  for  the 
crop  years  1953  through  1956. 

The  purpose  of  assigning  specific  shares  to  farms  in  a 
particular  area  is  to  adjust  crop  output  to  the  area’s  quota 
and  normal  carryover  and  to  assure  that  each  farm  will  share 
in  this  adjustment  equitably.  In  determining  the  pro¬ 
portionate  share  for  a  farm  the  Secretary  may  consider  past 
production  and  the  ability  of  the  farm  to  produce  beets  or 
cane  during  the  year  for  which  the  determination  is  being 
made.  The  act  requires  the  Secretary  to  protect  the  interests 
of  small  and  new  producers  and  producers  who  are  tenants 
and  sharecroppers  in  assigning  shares  and  to  consider  the 
interest  of  producers  in  any  local  producing  area  where  past 
production  has  been  seriously  affected  by  abnormal  and 
uncontrollable  natural  conditions. 

In  actual  practice,  proportionate  shares  are  not  made  re¬ 
strictive  unless  production  in  an  area  has  exceeded  or  pro¬ 
mises  to  exceed  the  quota  and  normal  carryover,  and  market¬ 
ing  allotments  have  failed  to  bring  about  a  balance  between 
production  and  allowable  area  marketing.  Marketing  allot¬ 
ments  are  applied  when  excessive  production  and  disorderly 
marketing  first  become  problems.  Because  of  the  adminis¬ 
trative  detail  involved  and  the  complicating  fact  that  the 
harvest  season  in  most  areas  does  not  coincide  with  the 
calendar  year — i.e.,  the  quota  year — plans  for  assigning 
specific  proportionate  shares  must  be  made  well  in  advance  of 
the  crop  year  for  which  they  will  be  in  effect.  Thus,  when  it 
appears  that  there  will  be  a  reasonable  balance  between  an 
area’s  production  and  its  quota  or  when  an  area  clearly  will 
not  be  able  to  produce  enough  to  fill  its  quota,  proportionate 
shares  are  not  made  restrictive.  For  instance,  the  1957  pro¬ 
portionate  share  determination  for  Puerto  Rico  stated  that 
the  share  for  each  farm  is  “the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value, 
commercially  recoverable  from  the  sugarcane  grown  thereon 
and  marketed  (or  processed  by  the  producer)  during  the 
1956-57  crop  season  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar.” 

Producers  are  not  required  to  stay  within  their  assigned 
proportionate  share  if  they  do  not  wish  to  do  so.  However, 
in  order  to  receive  “conditional  payments”  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  growers  must  abide  by  the  proportionate  share 
determination.  Since  these  payments  are  an  important  part 
of  their  income,  the  growers  comply  with  this  determination. 
If  all  the  sugar  processed  from  beets  or  cane  in  excess  of  a 
grower’s  proportionate  share  is  used  for  livestock  feed  or  for 
the  production  of  livestock  feed,  he  will  receive  conditional 
payments  on  his  proportionate  share. 
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Assuring  fair  division  of  the  benefits  of  the  sugar  program. — 
The  principal  way  in  which  the  domestic  industry  derives 
benefits  from  the  sugar  program  is  through  the  stabilization 
of  raw  and  refined  sugar  prices  at  reasonably  profitable 
levels.  But  the  framers  of  the  Jones-Costigan  Act  did  not 
leave  solely  to  competitive  forces  the  carrying  of  these  bene¬ 
fits  through  retailers,  wholesalers,  refiners,  and  importers,  to 
beet  and  sugarcane  processors,  growers,  and  farmworkers. 
They  provided  in  that  act  for  a  system  of  grower  payments 
to  assure  that  this  sharing  would  take  place.  This  system 
was  carried  forward  in  succeeding  legislation  though,  as 
pointed  out  earlier,  handled  in  a  different  manner.  Under 
the  present  act,  these  payments  are  called  conditional 
payments. 

Conditional  payments  are  appropriated  annually  by  the 
Congress  and  financed  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury.  However,  a  tax  on  sugar  provides  funds  for  the 
Treasury  which  more  than  offset  the  total  of  all  conditional 
payments  plus  the  costs  incurred  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  administering  the  Sugar  Act.  The  basic 
rate  is  0.5  cent  a  pound,  raw  value,  on  all  sugar  domestically 
manufactured,  paid  principally  by  beet  processors  and  cane 
sugar  refiners,  and  on  importers  of  direct-consumption 
sugar.  The  provision  for  this  tax  is  incorporated  in  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code.  The  tax  is  refunded  on  sugar  used 
for  livestock  feed  and  on  sugar  exported. 

As  indicated  in  the  section  on  proportionate  shares,  condi¬ 
tional  payments  act  as  an  incentive  to  growers  to  adjust 
their  production  to  the  quota  and  carryover  needs.  But 
this  payment  system  also  lias  three  other  objectives.  These 
other  objectives  are  (1)  to  help  provide  adequate  incomes 
to  growers;  (2)  to  assure  growers  and  field  workers  a  fair 
sharing  of  returns  to  the  industry;  and  (3)  to  prevent  the 
employment  of  child  labor  in  fieldwork. 

The  first  objective  is  accomplished  by  augmenting  grower 
income  through  conditional  payments.  The  second  and 
third  objectives  are  achieved  by  requiring  growers  to  ob¬ 
serve  certain  conditions  in  order  to  receive  conditional  pay¬ 
ments.  These  conditions  are  in  addition  to  the  requirement 
that  growers  comply  with  their  proportionate  share  determi¬ 
nation.  They  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Growers,  who  are  also  processors,  are  required  to  pay 
fair  prices  for  cane  or  beets  purchased  from  other  growers. 
Fair  prices  are  determined  annually  by  the  Secretary  for 
each  domestic  area  after  public  hearings  and  after  investiga¬ 
tion  of  the  economic  position  of  growers  and  processors. 
The  fair  price  determinations  fix  the  minimum  levels  of  prices 
to  be  paid  to  growers  by  processors  who  are  growers.  In 
addition,  they  affect  the  level  of  prices  paid  to  growers  by 
processors  who  are  not  growers.  Processors  who  are  not 
growers  pay  about  the  same  prices  as  grower-processors. 

(2)  Growers  must  pa}T  fieldworkers  in  full  for  work  per¬ 
formed  on  cane  or  beets  and  at  rates  not  less  than  those  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able.  Each  yTear  the  Secretary  determines  fair  and  reason- 
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able  wages  for  fieldworkers  in  each  domestic  area.  These 
wages  are  established  after  investigation  and  public  hearings 
at  which  all  interested  parties  may  testify. 

(3)  Growers  must  not  employ  children  under  the  age  of  14 
years  or  permit  them  to  work  on  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane. 
Children  between  the  ages  of  14  and  16  may  not  be  employed 
or  permitted  to  work  for  more  than  8  hours  a  day.  The 
children  of  growers  who  own  at  least  40  percent  of  the 
crop  they  are  cultivating  are  exempted  from  these  condi¬ 
tions.  If  these  conditions  are  not  observed  by  a  grower  he 
is  penalized  by  a  deduction  of  $10  from  his  payment  for 
each  child  and  for  each  day  or  part  of  a  day  during  which 
such  child  was  employed  or  permitted  to  work. 

The  rates  of  conditional  payments  vary  with  the  volume 
of  sugar  produced  from  the  cane  or  beets  grown  on  a  farm 
and  are  graduated  downward  from  small  to  large  production. 
The  basic  rate  of  $0.80  a  hundred  pounds  of  sugar,  raw 
value,  is  paid  on  the  first  350  short  tons  of  commercially 
recoverable  sugar  contained  in  the  beets  or  cane  produced 
on  a  farm.  This  rate  is  reduced  progressively  to  a  minimum 
of  $0.30  a  hundred  pounds  on  all  sugar  produced  in  excess 
of  30,000  short  tons  from  the  beets  or  cane  on  a  farm. 
From  1948  to  1957  the  average  rate  of  payment  was  $0.68 
a  hundred  pounds,  ranging  from  $0.46  in  Hawaii  where  most 
of  the  production  is  on  large  farms  to  $0.79  in  the  beet  area. 
Payments  in  the  mainland  cane  area,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  averaged  $0.68,  $0.69,  and  $0.66  a  hundred 
pounds,  respectively,  during  the  same  period. 

The  average  payment  rate  for  all  domestic  areas  exceeds 
the  tax  rate — an  apparent  paradox  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
total  tax  receipts  exceed  the  cost  of  the  program.  The  ex¬ 
planation  is  that  the  tax  is  imposed  on  all  sugar  (foreign 
and  domestic)  manufactured  or  imported  for  direct  con¬ 
sumption;  but  payments  are  made  on  domestic  production 
only. 

Compensation  jor  disaster  losses. — The  sugar  program  pro¬ 
vides  limited  benefits  for  growers  in  the  form  of  special  con¬ 
ditional  payments  for  crop  deficiency  or  abandonment  caused 
by  drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or  insects.  For  a 
farmer  to  be  eligible  for  these  payments,  natural  disasters 
must  cause  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop 
throughout  the  local  producing  area  in  which  he  is  located. 
In  the  case  of  a  crop  deficiency,  the  regular  conditional  pay¬ 
ment  is  made  on  the  farmer’s  actual  yield  and  an  additional 
payment  is  made  sufficient  to  raise  the  total  to  the  amount 
that  would  have  been  paid  had  he  obtained  80  percent  of  the 
normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar.  In  the  case 
of  a  bona  fide  crop  abandonment,  payments  are  made  on  one- 
third  of  the  normal  yield  of  abandoned  acreage. 

Payments  for  reduced  yield  are  commonly  known  as  defi¬ 
ciency  payments  and  payments  for  abandoned  crops  are  called 
abandonment  payments.  Both,  however,  are  technically 
conditional  payments  and  are  covered  by  the  conditional 
payment  provisions  of  the  act. 
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From  1948  through  1957,  deficiency  and  abandonment 
payments  averaged  about  $877,000  a  year  in  the  beet  area, 
$129,000  a  year  in  the  mainland  cane  area  and  $195,000  a 
year  in  Puerto  Rico.  During  that  period  only  $64,000  were 
paid  out  in  Hawaii  (in  1955)  and  there  were  no  deficiency  and 
abandonment  payments  in  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Administrative  'procedures. — All  regulations  issued  by  the 
Agriculture  Department  under  the  authority  of  the  Sugar 
Act  are  first  publicized  through  an  Agriculture  Department 
press  release,  are  published  in  the  Federal  Register  a  few  days 
after  issuance,  and  are  codified  as  “Title  7,  Chapter  XIII,  of 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.” 

Certain  regulations  must  be  preceded  by  public  hearings. 
These  are  marketing  allotment  orders,  the  determination  of 
processes  and  qualities  which  distinguish  raw  sugar  and 
direct-consumption  sugar,  and  fair  price  and  fair  wage  de¬ 
terminations.  The  rules  governing  the  procedures  for  the 
issuance  of  these  regulations  form  parts  801  and  802  of  the 
node. 

Other  sugar  regulations  may  be  issued  without  prior 
public  hearings.  However,  as  noted  earlier,  it  has  become 
customary  to  conduct  a  hearing  in  November  of  each  year, 
prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  initial  sugar  requirements  deter¬ 
mination  for  the  following  year.  Informal  public  hearings 
are  also  conducted  before  restrictive  proportionate  share 
regulations  (acreage  allotments  in  the  mainland  areas)  are 
issued. 

Hearing  notices,  notices  of  proposed  rulemaking,  notices  of 
recommended  decisions,  and  notices  of  tentative  decisions  are 
also  pvblicized  through  Agriculture  Department  press 
releases  and,  except  for  notices  of  informal  public  hearings  on 
proportionate  shares,  are  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

RESULTS  OF  THE  SUGAR  PROGRAM 

Growth  oj  the  domestic  industry  ( first  curtailed,  then  increased 
moderately ) 

The  imposition  of  sugar  quotas  and  of  production  controls 
and  the  drought  in  1934  caused  a  sharp  cut  in  sugar  produc¬ 
tion  in  the  domestic  areas.  Between  1923  and  1933,  pro¬ 
duction  in  the  domestic  areas  (excluding  the  Philippines) 
increased  from  2,046,000  to  4,036,000  tons.  In  1934 
domestic  production  was  cut  to  3,580,000  tons.  The  follow¬ 
ing  year,  1935,  domestic  production  was  cut  further  to 
3,420,000  tons.  The  effect  of  the  sugar  program  was  even 
more  striking  if  the  Philippine  Islands  are  included  as  a 
domestic  area,  which  they  were  in  the  pre-World  War  II 
period.  In  the  10  years  before  quota  restrictions,  oui- 
en  tries  from  the  Philippines  rose  from  238,000  to  1,249,000 
tons — an  increase  of  more  than  400  percent.  In  1935,  entries 
from  the  Philippines  were  only  917,000  tons  within  a  quota 
of  982,000  tons.  Production  in  that  country  was  also  cut 
substantially  as  the  United  States  was  its  principal  market. 
Considered  together,  domestic  production  and  Philippine 
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imports  were  lowered  18  percent  the  first  2  years  of  quota 
legislation. 

By  1936,  as  the  market  expanded  with  increased  population 
and  improved  demand,  the  quota  totals  were  increased. 
Under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  any  expansion  in  the  U.S. 
market  was  shared  proportionately  bv  both  domestic  and 
foreign  areas.  The  1937  act  allotted  the  quota  for  each 
domestic  and  foreign  area  in  terms  of  a  specific  percentage  of 
overall  sugar  requirements.  For  domestic  areas,  these  per¬ 
centages  totaled  55.59  percent,  and  for  the  Commonwealth 
of  the  Philippines,  Cuba,  and  other  foreign  countries,  44.41 
percent.  This  quota  relationship  existed  from  1937  to  1947, 
after  which  time  the  1937  act  wras  replaced  bv  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948. 

The  Sugar  Act  of  1948  established  fixed  quotas  for  domestic 
areas  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  and  flexible  quotas 
for  other  foreign  countries.  The  domestic  quotas  remained 
unchanged  through  1955  except  for  the  increase  in  the  Puerto 
Rican  and  Virgin  Island  quotas  which  were  enacted  in  1951 
and  became  effective  January  1,  1953.  These  increases 
permitted  a  4-percent  growth  in  total  domestic  quotas  during 
the  8-year  period,  1948  through  1955.  Therefore,  most  in¬ 
creases  in  sugar  requirements  over  that  period  were  filled  by 
imports  from  Cuba  and  other  foreign  countries. 

In  1956,  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  was  again  amended  and  ex¬ 
tended  through  1960,  and  the  participation  of  the  domestic 
areas  in  the  growth  of  our  sugar  market  was  restored.  Since 
then,  the  domestic  areas  have  shared  55  percent  of  all 
market  growth  in  excess  of  8,350,000  tons. 

Economic  status  of  the  domestic  industry 

Processors  and  refiners. — In  general  sugarcane  and  beet 
processors  have  had  stable  and  adequate  earnings  under  the 
sugar  program.  Only  a  few  companies  have  gone  out  of 
business  because  of  unprofitable  operations.  In  contrast, 
when  sugar  prices  were  so  erratic  in  the  1920’s  and  so  de¬ 
pressed  in  the  early  1930’s,  many  failed  to  weather  the 
financial  storms. 

Refiners,  like  sugarcane  and  beet  processors,  have  gener¬ 
ally  operated  profitably  under  the  sugar  program.  However, 
their  plight  never  became  as  serious  in  the  1920’s  and  early 
1930’s  as  that  of  the  sugarcane  and  beet  processors.  One  of 
the  principal  benefits  the  refiners  enjoy  under  sugar  legisla¬ 
tion  accrues  from  the  limitation  the  act  places  on  imports 
and  shipments  from  domestic  offshore  areas  of  sugar  in 
refined  form.  Unrestricted  imports  of  refined  sugar  natu- 
1  ally  would  reduce  the  volume  of  mainland  refining  and 
would  create  price  problems  because  offshore  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar  is  quoted  at  lowrer  prices  than  sugar  refined 
in  the  continental  United  States. 

Growers .  Growers’  gross  income  has  increased  substantial!  v 
since  the  program  began  in  1934.  This  larger  income  is  the 
result  not  only  ol  the  influence  of  generally  higher  and 
more  stable  prices  for  sugar  but  also  of  an  increase  in  the 
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growers’  share  of  sugar  returns.  Processors  generally  have 
operated  profitably  and  at  the  same  time  have  been  able  to 
pass  on  a  higher  proportion  of  total  sales  returns  to  growers. 

1  his  increased  return  to  growers  has  been  possible  through 
improvements  in  manufacturing  efficiency  on  the  part  of  the 
processors.  In  addition,  the  fair  price  determinations  issued 
under  sugar  legislation  have  assured  an  equitable  share  of 
returns  going  to  growers  and  have  bolstered  the  bargaining 
position  ol  growers  who  sell  to  processors  who  are  not 
growers. 

Growers  income  per  ton  of  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets  has 
risen  at  a  higher  rate  than  the  price  of  refined  sugar.  The 
farmer  is  now  receiving  a  larger  percentage  of  the  sugar 
dollar  than  he  did  before  1960.  During  World  War  II  and 
the  early  postwar  period  returns  from  sugar  beets  and  sugar¬ 
cane  were  affected  by  subsidy  and  price  support  programs 
under  other  legislation  aimed  at  providing  supplies  at  con¬ 
trolled  prices. 

In  recent  years  growers’  income  per  ton  of  sugar  beets  and 
sugarcane  has  been  well  over  twice  as  much  as  during 
1935-39.  Refined  sugar  prices  also  increased  over  this 
period  but  less  than  growers’  income.  This  indicates  that 
the  growers’  share  in  the  sugar  dollar  has  increased,  also. 

Before  1940  sugar-beet  processors  received  a  slightly  larger 
share  of  the  sugar  dollar  than  did  the  growers.  Since  then 
the  growers’  share  has  increased  substantially.  The  greatest 
increase  took  place  from  1945  to  1946.  Since  1945  the  grow¬ 
er's’  share  of  net  sales  proceeds  has  typically  been  58  percent. 
In  addition,  growers  have  received  Sugar  Act  payments  and, 
in  most  years  from  1943  through  1947,  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  price  support  payments. 

Growers  in  the  domestic  cane  areas  likewise  have  enjoyed 
a  larger  share  of  sugar  returns  than  formerly.  In  Louisiana, 
for  example,  growers  averaged  about  63  percent  of  the  total 
returns  (excluding  Government  payments)  from  sugar  and 
molasses  during  the  1953-57  period  whereas  they  averaged 
only  about  55  percent  from  1936  through  1940. 

During  the  war  years  the  price  received  by  beet  growers 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  the  parity  price  7  reached  very 
high  levels  in  view  of  the  price  support  payments  disbursed 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  during  that  period. 
In  spite  of  these  payments,  beet  acreage  and  production  dur¬ 
ing  the  war  years  1943-45  were  greatly  reduced. 

Since  1948  the  price  received  by  mainland  sugarcane  grow¬ 
ers,  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  parity  price,  has  fluctuated 
more  than  the  corresponding  price  received  by  sugar-beet 
growers.  This  is  to  be  expected,  because  the  sugarcane  price 
is  related  to  the  average  raw  cane-sugar  price  either  during 
the  week  of  sale  or  during  the  sugarcane  marketing  season. 
By  contrast,  the  sugar-beet  price  depends  on  net  returns  from 
refined  beet-sugar  sales  throughout  the  year.  For  mainland 

7  The  parity  price  for  a  farm  commodity  is  a  legal  and  statistical  concept  expressing  a  past 
price  level  for  the  commodity,  adjusted  to  reflect  changes  in  the  level  of  farmers’  production 
and  family  living  expenses. 
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sugarcane  the  returns  as  percentage  of  parity  vary  consider¬ 
ably,  the  lowest  in  the  1948-58  period  applying  to  the  1948 
crop,  the  highest  to  the  1956  crop.  Sugar  beet  and  sugar¬ 
cane  prices  for  the  years  since  1950  woidd  have  been  a  lower 
percentage  of  parity,  if  the  old  formula  for  calculating  parity 
had  remained  in  effect. 

Farmworkers 

The  standard  of  living  of  sugar  beet  and  cane  fieldworkers 
today  is  greatly  improved  over  the  living  standards  of  field- 
workers  in  1934.  Early  minimum  wage  rates  established 
under  the  Sugar  Acts  tended  to  become  the  rates  actually 
paid.  In  more  recent  year,  average  wages  paid  have  tended 
to  exceed  the  minimums  determined,  enough  so  in  Hawaii 
and  Puerto  Rico  that  determination  of  specific  rates  for  these 
areas  has  been  discontinued.  For  the  other  areas,  minimum 
rates  established  for  the  1958  crops  were  277.5  percent  higher 
than  those  prevailing  in  1934.  On  the  other  hand,  the  cost 
of  food  and  clothing  increased  by  only  151.7  percent. 

Sugar  utilization 

From  the  early  1820’s  to  1926,  annual  per  capita  distribu¬ 
tion  of  refined  sugar  in  the  United  States  increased  steadily 
from  9  to  110  pounds.  Per  capita  sugar  deliveries  during 
the  period  1925-30  averaged  106  pounds.  During  the  de¬ 
pression  years,  1932-34,  per  capita  sugar  deliveries  averaged 
only  95  pounds.  The  wholesale  price  of  sugar  declined 
during  that  period  to  the  lowest  levels  since  the  mid-1890’s, 
but  the  decline  was  less  than  the  decline  in  the  general  price 
level. 

Per  capita  distribution  recovered  somewhat  in  1935  and 
remained  at  about  97  pounds  through  1940.  (See  Sugar 
Reports  90,  table  3,  p.  12).  During  the  war,  supplies  wei'e 
inadequate.  Since  1947,  distribution  has  fluctuated  rather 
widely  from  year  to  year,  but  was  rather  constant  by  3-year 
periods  averaging  96  to  97  pounds  a  year.  In  1947,  1950,. 
1953,  and  1956  industrial  users  accumulated  stocks  and  in 
1948,  1951,  1954,  and  1957  they  reduced  stocks.  Per  capita 
sugar  distribution  during  1947-58  averaged  96.5  pounds, 
about  0.7  pound  less  than  during  1935-40.  The  utilization 
of  corn  sweeteners  increased  from  7  pounds  in  1936  to  15 
pounds  in  1947  but  declined  subsequently.  It  remained  at 
about  12  pounds  through  1957  and  has  been  rising  since  the 
beginning  of  1958. 

In  the  last  quarter  of  1941,  quota  restrictions  were  virtu¬ 
ally  lifted  when  the  sugar  determination  was  increased  to 
9  million  tons;  from  1942  through  1947  all  quota  restrictions 
on  sugar  were  suspended.  During  the  World  War  II  emer¬ 
gency  period,  the  U.S.  sugar  supply  situation  was  tight. 
Imports  from  the  enemy-held  Philippines  were  completely 
cut  off  and  shipping  space  for  sugar  from  other  offshore  areas 
was  limited.  Total  sugar  distribution  was  lowest  during 
1942  because  of  the  loss  of  the  Philippines  and  a  sharp  drop  in 
imports  from  Cuba.  But  the  large  quantity  carried  over 
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from  the  1941  supply  buildup  helped  ease  the  situation  for 
consumers.  The  postwar  shortage  was  most  acute  in  1946. 
Because  of  short  supplies  in  the  previous  year,  stocks  had 
been  depleted,  while  sugar  distribution  on  a  per  capita  basis 
reached  the  lowest  point  in  over  40  years. 

Prices 

The  Sugar  Act  is  a  price-influencing  mechanism  but  it 
leaves  ample  room  for  price  fluctuation.  Since  World 
War  II  domestic  sugar  prices  have  been  far  more  stable  than 
world  prices.  Also,  domestic  prices  have  been  far  more 
stable  since  World  War  II  than  they  were  following  World 
War  I.  During  World  War  II  sugar  prices  were  stabilized 
by  price  controls  and  consumer  subsidies.  The  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  imported  sugar  from  Cuba,  duty  free,  sold 
it  at  a  loss,  and  absorbed  costs  to  keep  prices  down  to  con¬ 
sumers.  In  1946  and  1947,  when  the  subsidy  programs  were 
brought  to  an  end  and  costs  of  obtaining  sugar  rose,  ceiling 
prices  were  increased.  Except  for  this  one  sharp  price  change 
and  a  temporary  price  peak  in  the  fall  of  1939,  sugar  prices 
have  been  remarkably  stable  under  the  Sugar  Acts. 

In  relation  to  the  price  of  other  foods,  the  price  of  sugar 
in  the  United  States  has  declined  greatly  over  the  last 
century.  After  declining  sharply  in  the  20  years  immedi- 
ately  following  the  Civil  \\  ar,  the  price  of  sugar  has  remained 
at  moderately  low  levels  except  during  the  post-World  War  I 
inflation  period  in  1920.  Since  1940,  the  index  of  the  whole¬ 
sale  price  of  all  foods  has  increased  considerably  more  than 
the  wholesale  price  of  refined  sugar. 

In  1958  the  index  of  the  wholesale  price  of  all  foods  was 
255  percent  of  the  1940  level,  whereas  the  wholesale  price  of 
sugar  was  only  209  percent  of  the  1940  level.  When  price 
controls  were  instituted  in  the  wake  of  the  Korean  conflict 
the  Office  of  Price  Stabilization  exempted  sugar  from  price 
control  on  February  12,  1951,  because  inflationary  pressures 
had  been  warded  off  by  the  large  distribution  during  1950 
and  it  was  apparent  that  the  Sugar  Act  would  be  able  to 
deal  with  the  inflation  problem  as  it  related  to  sugar. 

The  quota  premium 

The  differential  between  the  price  at  which  raw  sugar  is 
sold  in  Cuba  for  shipment  under  quota  to  the  United 
States  and  the  price  Cuban  sellers  obtain  for  sugar  sold  to 
other  countries  is  referred  to  as  the  “quota  premium.” 
This  differential  comes  about  through  the  limitation  of  total 
marketings  of  sugar  in  the  United  States  to  the  quantities 
which  can  be  sold  consistent  with  a  fair  price  to  producers 
and  consumers. 

During  the  period  in  which  quota  programs  were  in  effect 
the  U.S.  price  of  raw  sugar  remained  above  the  world  price 
until  1950.  As  a  result  of  the  Korean  conflict  the  world 
price  exceeded  the  U.S.  price  for  most  of  the  period  from 
August  of  1950  until  the  beginning  of  1952.  Then  from 
1952  through  1956  the  U.S.  price  of  raw  sugar  exceeded  the 
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world  price  by  an  approximate  average  of  1.7  cents  per 
pound.  During  the  first  half  of  1957  the  world  price  again 
exceeded  the  U.S.  price  as  a  result  of  the  Hungarian  and 
Suez  crises,  a  poor  European  beet  crop  and  uncertainty 
about  Cuban  sugar  production  in  1957. 

Since  January  1958  the  quota  premium  has  averaged  2.1 
cents  per  pound. 

Imports  of  sugar 

Since  1903  Cuba  has  been  our  most  important  foreign 
source  of  sugar.  Imports  from  Cuba  first  exceeded  1  million 
tons  in  1903,  2  million  tons  in  1913  and  3  million  tons  in 
1919. 

In  the  early  1930's  imports  fell  sharply.  In  1933,  we 
imported  only  1,573,000  tons  from  Cuba — less  than  in  any 
year  since  1909.  The  volume  of  imports  increased  after 
1933  and  averaged  about  2  million  tons  from  1936  through 

1940.  With  the  virtual  lifting  of  quota  restrictions  in  the 
latter  part  of  1941  and  the  suspension  of  the  quotas  from 
1942  to  1947,  our  imports  from  Cuba  increased  substantially, 
averaging  2,800,000  tons  and  reaching  a  high  of  3,943,000 
tons  in  1947.  From  1948  through  1958  an  annual  average 
3  million  tons  of  sugar  was  imported  from  Cuba. 

The  value  of  Cuban  sugar  imports  has  increased  even 
more  than  the  quantity.  Due  to  the  increase  in  the  level  of 
sugar  prices  and  reduction  in  the  U.S.  tariff  ,  Cuban  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  received  about  11  times  as  much  income  from  their 
exports  to  this  country  in  1958  as  they  did  in  1933.  In  1933, 
raw  sugar  exports  to  the  United  States  yielded  1.1  cents  a 
pound  to  Cuban  producers,  in  1958,  5.3  cents. 

Imports  from  full-duty  countries  were  4  percent  or  less  of 
total  imports  during  the  period  1937  through  1956  except  in 

1941.  In  the  latter  year  190,000  tons  were  imported  from 
full-duty  countries.  Otherwise  until  1953,  the  quantity 
exceeded  100,000  tons  only  in  1943  and  1944. 

When  the  Sugar  Act  amendment  of  1951  trebled  the  basic 
full-dutv  country  quota  beginning  in  1953  these  countries 
responded  with  annual  average  shipments  of  119,000  tons  of 
sugar  during  the  1953-56  period.  Imports  from  these 
countries  increased  to  5  and  6  percent  in  1957  and  1958  as  a 
result  of  the  1956  amendment  to  the  Sugar  Act.  It  will  be 
recalled  that  the  quota  of  these  countries  amounts  to  117,040 
tons  plus  15.41  percent  of  our  sugar  requirements  above 
8,350,000  tons.  Our  quota  imports  from  these  countries 
averaged  248,000  tons  in  1957-58. 

Changes  in  sugar  tariff  rates 

While  the  sugar  acts  have  been  in  effect,  tariff  rates  on 
sugar  have  been  cut  75  percent  (see  table  13).  The  institu¬ 
tion  of  the  sugar  quota  system  for  regulating  sugar  imports 
and  domestic  marketings  placed  tariffs  in  a  secondary  role 
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in  protecting  and  maintaining  the  American  sugar  industry. 
It  became  possible  to  reduce  tariff  rates  without  jeopardizing 
the  industry’s  economic  position. 

The  United  States-Cuban  Convention  of  Commercial 
Reciprocity  of  1902  and  the  act  carrying  it  into  effect,  ap¬ 
proved  in  1903,  established  preferential  rates  for  Cuba. 
The  treaty  and  the  act  specified  that  the  tariff  on  Cuban 
sugar  must  be  at  least  20  percent  below  the  tariff  levied  on 
sugar  imported  from  full  duty  countries.  In  1903,  the  Cuban 
rate  was  established  at  1.348  cents  a  pound  and  tbe  full-duty 
rate  at  1.685  cents  a  pound.  These  rates  were  subsequently 
lowered  and  then  increased,  reaching  a  peak  in  1930  under 
the  Smoot-Hawley  Act  of  2  cents  per  pound  for  Cuban  sugar 
and  2.5  cents  a  pound  for  full-duty  sugar. 


Table  13. —  U.S.  sugar  tariff,  1930  to  1959 


[Cents  per  pound,  96°] 


Date  effective 

Cuban  sugar 

Sugar  from 
full-duty 
countries 

Philippine 

sugar 

2.  00 

2.  5000 

i  Free 

1.  50 

1.  8750 

Sept.  3,  1934 _ 

.  90 

Sept.  11,  1939 _ _ 

1.  50 

Jan.  1,  1940  _ 

.90 

.  75 

July  29,  1942 _ 

.  9375 

.  50 

.6875 

.6250 

Jan.  1,  1956 _ _ _ 

0.  025 

Jan.  i;  1959 _ 

.050 

1  The  Tydings-MeDuffie  Act  of  1934  provided  for  1 10-year  annual  tarilf-free  quota  of  952,000 
short  tons,  commercial  weight  of  sugar  from  the  Philippines.  Any  excess  was  dutiable.  The 
Philippines  did  not  make  use  of  their  quota  until  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  to  the  extent  that  it 
was  in  excess  of  their  duty-free  quota.  Substantially  similar  circumstances  prevailed  in  1935 
and  1936  under  the  provisions  of  the  Jones- Costigan  Act. 

Source:  USD  A,  Agriculture  Handbook  143,  September  1959; 


The  first  reduction  was  0.5  cent  a  pound  and  was  an¬ 
nounced  with,  and  made  part  of,  the  total  action  in  approving 
the  Jones-Costigan  Act  of  May  9,  1934.  In  this  action  the 
tariff  on  Cuban  sugar  was  reduced  to  1.5  cents  a  pound, 
effective  June  8,  1934.  The  action  was  by  Presidential 
proclamation  under  the  “flexible”  tariff  provisions  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  (table  13). 

Subsequently,  sugar  tariff  rates  were  reduced  under  the 
Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements  Act  of  1934  and  its  periodic 
extensions  and  amendments.  Under  the  terms  of  the  ex¬ 
clusive  agreement  with  Cuba  concluded  in  connection  with 
the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  the  tariff 
on  Cuban  sugar  has  amounted  to  0.5  cent  a  pound  since 
1948,  while  the  full-duty  rate  has  been  0.625  cent  a  pound 
since  1951.  These  reductions  in  tariff  rates  were  made 
possible  by  the  existence  of  programs  under  the  several 
sugar  acts. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

Tn  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948,  AS  AMENDED 

******* 

TERMINATION  OF  ACT 

Sec.  412.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  this 
Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  [1960]  1961,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments 
under  title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year 
[1960]  1961  and  previous  crop  years. 

INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE  OF  1954 
CHAPTER  37 
Subchapter  A — Sugar 

SEC.  4501.  IMPOSITION  OF  TAX. 

(a)  General. — There  is  hereby  imposed  upon  manufac¬ 
tured  sugar  manufactured  in  the  United  States,  a  tax,  to  be 
paid  by  the  manufacturer  at  the  following  rates : 

(1)  on  all  manufactured  sugar  testing  by  the  polari- 
scope  92  sugar  degrees,  0.465  cent  per  pound,  and,  for 
each  additional  sugar  degree  shown  by  the  polariscopic 
test,  0.00875  cent  per  pound  additional,  and  fractions 
of  a  degree  in  proportion; 

(2)  on  all  manufactured  sugar  testing  by  the  polari- 
scope  less  than  92  sugar  degrees,  0.5144  cent  per  pound 
of  the  total  sugars  therein. 

The  manufacturer  shall  pay  the  tax  with  respect  to  manu¬ 
factured  sugar  (1)  which  has  been  sold,  or  used  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  other  articles,  by  the  manufacturer  during  the  pre¬ 
ceding  month  (if  the  tax  has  not  already  been  paid)  and  (2) 
which  has  not  been  so  sold  or  used  within  12  months  ending 
■during  the  preceding  calendar  month,  after  it  was  manufac¬ 
tured  (if  the  tax  has  not  already  been  paid).  For  the  purpose 
of  determining  whether  sugar  has  been  sold  or  used  within 
12  months  after  it  was  manufactured,  sugar  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  been  sold  or  used  in  the  order  in  which  it  was 
manufactured. 

(b)  Import  Tax. — In  addition  to  any  other  tax  or  duty 
imposed  by  law,  there  is  hereby  imposed,  under  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate  shall  prescribe,  a  tax 
upon  articles  imported  or  brought  into  the  United  States  as 
follows: 

(1)  on  all  manufactured  sugar  testing  by  the  polari- 
scope  92  sugar  degrees,  0.465  cent  per  pound,  and,  for 
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each  additional  sugar  degree  shown  by  the  polariscopic 
test,  0.00875  cent  per  pound  additional,  and  fractions  of 
a  degree  in  proportion ; 

(2)  on  all  manufactured  sugar  testing  by  the  polari- 
scope  less  than  92  sugar  degrees,  0.5144  cent  per  pound 
of  the  total  sugars  therein; 

(3)  on  all  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  manu¬ 
factured  sugar,  0.5144  cent  per  pound  of  the  total  sugars 
therein. 

(c)  Termination  of  Tax. — No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under 
this  subchapter  on  the  manufacture,  use,  or  importation  of 
sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  after  June 
30,  [1961]  1962.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  or  (b),  no  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  sub- 
chapter  with  respect  to  unsold  sugar  held  by  manufacturer 
on  June  30,  [1961]  1962,  or  with  respect  to  sugar  or  articles 
composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  held  in  customs  custody  or 
control  on  such  date.  With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles 
composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed 
under  subsection  (b)  has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30, 
[1961]  1962,  are  held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale 
or  other  disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded  (without  inter¬ 
est)  to  such  importer,  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate,  an  amount 
equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles 
composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar. 

CHAPTER  65— ABATEMENTS,  CREDITS,  AND 

REFUNDS 

SEC.  6412.  FLOOR  STOCKS  REFUNDS. 
******* 

(d)  Sugar. — With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  com¬ 
posed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under 
section  4501(b)  has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30, [1961] 
1962,  are  held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other 
disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such 
importer,  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate,  an  amount  equal  to  the  tax 
paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief 
value  of  sugar. 

The  following  shows  the  change  in  existing  law  made  by  the 
committee  amendment: 

PRORATION  OF  QUOTA  DEFICITS 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  deter¬ 
mine  whether,  in  view  of  the  current  inventories  of  sugar, 
the  estimated  production  from  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or 
sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar 
year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other  pertinent  factors,  any  area 
will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area.  If  the 
Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area  or  Cuba  will  be  unable 
to  market  the  quota  for  such  area,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas 
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for  the  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of 
sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  the  other  such 
areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect:  Provided,  That 
any  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring 
by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for 
such  area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202(a)(2) 
shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 
the  quotas  then  in  effect.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to  market  the 
quota  for  such  area,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the 
deficit  so  determined,  as  follows: 

To  Cuba,  96  per  centum;  and 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines,  4  per  centum. 

If  the  Secretary  finds  that  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  cannot  fill  the  quota 
for  such  area,  he  shall  increase  the  quota  for  Cuba  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  deficit. 

Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  area  will  be  unable 
to  fill  its  proration  of  any  such  deficit,  he  may  apportion  such 
unfilled  amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  areas  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit ;  except  that  in  the  case 
of  proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar- 
producing  area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market 
that  part  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by 
reason  of  section  202(a)(2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 
unfilled  amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic 
areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he 
finds  that  no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  supply  such  unfilled 
amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba,' 

(b)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  country  will  be 
unable  to  fill  the  proration  to  such  country  of  the  quota  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  established  under  section  202(c),  or  that  any 
part  of  such  proration  has  not  been  filled  on  September  1  of 
the  calendar  year,  he  may  apportion  such  unfilled  amount 
on  such  basis  and  to  such  countries  as  he  determines  is 
required  to  fill  such  proration. 

(c)  The  quotas  or  applicable  proration  for  any  domestic 
area,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or  other  foreign 
countries  as  established  under  the  provisions  of  section  202 
[shall  not  be  reduced]  may  be  reduced  by  reason  of  any 
determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any  calendar  year  under 
the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section. 


MINORITY  VIEWS 

We  the  minority  oppose  H.R.  12311  because  it  does  not  give  the 
President  the  needed  authority  to  deal  wtih  international  develop¬ 
ments  which  adversely  affect  our  national  interest  and  jeopardize  an 
adequate  supply  of  sugar  for  American  consumers. 

We  point  out  that  neither  present  law  nor  the  amendment  to  H.R. 
12311,  as  adopted  by  the  committee,  provide  a  direct  and  effective 
method  of  dealing  with  international  emergencies. 

y^e  i^^nd  to  propose  at  the  appropriate  time  an  amendment  to  this 
bill  which  will  give  the  President  the  necessary  authority  to  act  when 
Congress  is  not  in  session. 

Charles  B.  Hoeven. 

Paul  B.  Dague. 

Clifford  G.  McIntire. 

H.  A.  Dixon. 

Wint  Smith. 

Charles  M.  Teague. 

Albert  H.  Quie. 

Don  L.  Short. 

Catherine  May. 

Alexander  Pirnie. 

Delbert  Latta. 
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In  addition  to  the  minority  views,  I  would  most  earnestly  point  out 
the  justification  for  increasing  sugar  quotas  for  our  domestic  areas. 
Sugar  beet  growers,  particularly  those  on  new  reclamation  projects, 
have  demonstrated  both  the  desire  and  the  ability  to  produce  sub¬ 
stantially  more  sugar  at  reasonable  prices  for  American  consumers. 
Any  further  consideration  of  sugar  legislation  should  therefore  recog¬ 
nize  the  need  for  increased  domestic  production. 

Catherine  May. 


ADDITIONAL  MINORITY  VIEWS 

I  concur  in  general  with  the  minority  views  as  stated,  but  submit 
that  the  President  would  possess  a  much  more  useful  diplomatic  and 
economic  tool  if  his  authority  to  act  were  in  force,  irrespective  of 
whether  Congress  was  in  session  or  not.  I  therefore  suggest  that  any 
Presidential  authority  granted  be  effective  for  the  entire  period  of 
time  that  the  current  extension  of  the  act  is  in  effect. 

Page  Belcher, 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session- 


Union  Calendar  No.  770 

H.  R.  12311 

[Report  No.  1746] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  19,  1960 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

June  6,  1960 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (relating  to  ter- 

4  mination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is 

5  amended  by  striking  out  “1960”  in  each  place  it  appears 

6  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

7  Sec.  2.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412(d)  (relating  to 

8  the  termination  and  refund  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal 

9  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1961” 

10  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

11  “1962”.  . 

I 


2 


1  Sec.  3.  Section  204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

2  amended  (relating  to  proration  of  deficits),  is  amended  by 

3  striking  out  '‘shall  not  be  reduced ”  and  inserting  “may  be 

4  reduced”. 
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5.  WATERSHED  PLANS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement 
on\the  following  watersheds:  p.  11307 

>rth  Broad  River,  Ga. ;  Caney  Creek,  North  fork  of  Little  River,  an/  west 
fork  'of  Clarks  River,  Ky. ;  Ischua  Creek,  N.  Y. ;  Chippewa  Creek,  0.;  and  Mill 
Creek,  fa. ;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 

Big  P*airie  and  French  Creeks,  Ala.,  Misteguary  Creek,  Mich.,  ahd  Mill  Run, 
Pa.;  to  Public  Works  Committee. 

6.  BRUCELLOSIS  ERADICATION.  Sen.  Bridges  inserted  a  "press  statement  issued  today 

by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  announcing  that  New  Hampshire  is  the  first 
State  in  the  Nation  to  be  completely  free  of  brucellosis.'/  p.  11318 

7.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sefv^  Curtis  inserted  an  essay  which  won  in  a  contest  sponsored 

by  the  Nebr.  Rural  Electric  Assoc.,  "The  Value  of  Ruip^l  Electrification  in  Our 
Home  and  Community."  p>  11325 

8.  AGRICULTURAL  HALL  OF  FAME.\h.  R.  5789,  to  incorporate  the  Agricultural  Hall 

of  Fame,  was  made  the  unfinished  business.  p./ll371 
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9.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees 
met  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12117,  "but  /i^not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will 
meet  again  on  Mon.,  June  13."  p.  D533 

10.  HOUSING.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states/  that  \he  Special  Subcommittee  on  Housing 

of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  "approved  a  draft  omnibus  housing  authori¬ 
zation  bill  with  instructions  £or  chairman  op  introduce  the  measure."  p.  D530 

11.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  Reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
12420,  to  treat  all  basic  ^agricultural  commodities  alike  with  respect  to  the 
cost  of  remeasuring  acreage  allotments  (H.  Rept.  1789).  p.  11441 

12.  WILDLIFE;  CHEMICAL  PESTICIDES.  The  Merchant  Marine  arixj  Fisheries  Committee 
reported  the  follow^tig  billa:  (p.  11441) 

S.  1781,  withoi/  amendment,  to  provide  for  cooperatiV^  unit  programs  of 


research,  education,  and  demonstration  in  fish  and  wildlife  management  between 
the  Federal  Government,  colleges  and  universities,  the  several  States  and 
Territories,  ak id  private  organizations  (H.  Rept.  1783); 

H.  R.  124^9,  without  amendment,  to  provide  for  advance  consultation  with 
the  Fish  a/a  Wildlife  Service  and  with  State  wildlife  agencies  before  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  any  Federal  program  involving  the  use  of  pesticides  or  other  chem¬ 
icals  designed  for  mass  biological  controls  (H.  Rept.  1786); 

H.yR.  12533,  without  amendment,  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Treat/^Act  so 
as  t^o  increase  the  penalties  for  violation  of  the  act  (H,  Rept.  1787), 

13.  PUBLIC  HEALTH.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with 
'amendment  H.  R.  6871,  to  provide  for  the  extension  of  traineeship  under  the 
Public  Health  Training  Act  (H.  Rept.  1780).  p.  11441 

L4.  RESEARCH.  Received  from  this  Department  the  annual  report  on  the  State  agricul¬ 
tural  experiment  stations  for  1959.  p,  11440 

15.  SUGAR.  As  reported  (see  Digest  102),  H.  R.  12311,  the  Cooley  sugar  bill,  ex¬ 
tends  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  for  1  year,  until  Dec.  31,  1961,  and  includes  a 
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committee  amendment  which  permits  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  adjust  down¬ 
ward  the  quota  for  a  calendar  year  of  any  area  which  fails  to  fill  its  quota 
during  that  year.  With  regard  to  the  committee  amendment  the  committee  report 
states  as  follows: 

"Section  204  of  the  act  provides  for  the  proration  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  of  deficits  occurring  when  any  area  is  unable  to  fill  its  full 
quota.  If  any  area  is  unable  to  fill  the  deficit  assigned  to  it,  such 
deficit  may  be  reapportioned  to  other  areas.  It  will  be  noted  that  the 
statute  (sec.  204(b))  authorizes  the  apportionment  of  unfilled  deficits 
to  'such  countries  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such  proration. ' 
This  means  that  in  order  to  obtain  a  sufficient  amount  of  sugar,  if  defi¬ 
cits  cannot  be  filled  by  any  countries  having  quotas  under  the  act,  they 
may  be  allocated  to  any  country  where  sugar  is  available.  The  committee 
amendment  would  permit  the  Secretary  to  reduce  the  quota  of  any  area  for 
any  calendar  year  by  the  amount  of  its  deficit.  The  reduction  in  quota 
would  be  effective  for  that  calendar  year  only.  The  existing  language  of 
the  statute  provides  that  the  Secretary  'shall  not'  make  any  such  quota 
reduction.  The  amendment  would  change  the  words  'shall  not'  to  'may.'" 


16 /  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM. 

/  Rep.  McCormack  stated  that  the  legislative  program  for  next  week  would  include 
coi$5i.deration  of  H.  R.  9883,  the  Federal  pay  raise  bill,  on  Wed.,  June  15,  and, 
the  mutual  security  appropriation  bill  on  Thur.  (pp.  11404-5)  Previously, 

Rep.  McCormack  had  announced  that  consideration  of  the  Federal  pay  raise  hfll 
had  been  Postponed  from  Mon.  until  Wed.,  June  15  (pp.  11388-9). 

17.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12231,  the  military  con¬ 

struction  appropriation  bill  for  1961.  pp.  11389-403 

18.  INTERNATIONAL  DAM.  Parsed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12263,  ^authorize  the  con¬ 

clusion  of  an  agreementNfor  the  joint  construction  by  tha'iJ.  S.  and  Mexico  of 
a  major  international  stotqge  dam  on  the  Rio  Grande  irj/accor dance  with  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  treaty  with  Mexico,  pp.  11405-9 

19.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the\(udiciary  Coimfttee  voted  to  report  to  the 

full  committee  H.  R.  10089,  to  penHt  a  civie action  to  be  brought  against  an 
officer  of  the  U.  S.  in  his  official \apa£*ty,  a  person  acting  under  him,  or 
an  agency  of  the  U.  S.,  in  any  judicial>^istrict  of  the  U.  S.  where  a  plaintiff 
in  the  action  resides,  p.  D530 

20.  FISHERIES.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Csmnittee  referred  back  to  sub¬ 

committee  S.  1262,  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  th^Interior  to  establish  a  re¬ 
search  program  in  order  to  determine  means  of  imprb^ing  the  conservation  of 
game  fish  in  dam  reservoir's,  p.  D531 

21.  RECREATION;  LANDS.  Thi  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  re>^rt  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H<R.  900,  to  provide  that  75%  of  all  moneys  derived  by  the 
U.  S.  from  certain  recreational  activities  in  connection  with  xands  acquired 
for  flood  coptfrol  and  other  purposes  shall  be  paid  to  the  State /sand  H,  R. 
12539,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  lands  amN^evelop 
facilities  necessary  for  the  full  development  of  recreation  potentiaF^created 
by  reservoir  projects  constructed  with  Federal  funds,  p.  D531 

22.  WHEAT.  Rep.  Fogarty  criticized  pending  wheat  legislation  which  would  raise 
price  supports  on  the  grounds  that  it  would  "raise  the  feed  grain  costs  of  th^ 
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the  full  committee  H,  R.  1235,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
construct,  operate  and  maintain  a  reregulating  reservoir  and  other  works  at/ 
the  Burns  Creek  site  in  the  Upper  Snake  River  Valley,  Idaho*  p.  D621 

\  >  ■  • 

27.  REA.  Rep.  Nelsen  criticized  "the  recently  published  document  known  as  the  rural 

electrification  voting  records"  and  its  author,  Clyde  I.  Ellis,  general  manager 
of  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  stating  it  Is  a  mis¬ 
representation  and  distortion  of  the  facts,  and  calling  for  a  "complete  airing" 
in  Congress  6f  this  publication,  pp.  13557-60 

Rep.  Hemphill  also  criticized  Mr.  Ellis  for  trying  "to  promote  his  personal 
philosophy,"  an\  stated  his  reasons  for  favoring  the  "upstream/benefit  bill." 
pp.  13560-75 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

28.  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  urging  an  expansion  of 

"efforts  to  better  utilize,  conserve,  and  manage"  our /natural  resources,  and 
excerpts  from  an  interview  in  which  he  outlined  an  "Jl  point  long-range" 
conservation  program.  pp.\A5523-4 


JILLS  INTRODUCED 

29.  FARM  PROGRAM.  H.  R.  12828,  by  Rep.  Harmon,  to/reduce  the  cost  to  the  U.  S. 

Treasury  of  farm  price  and  income\stabilizataon  programs,  to  provide  means  by 
which  producers  may  balance  supply^with  demand  at  a  fair  price,  to  reduce  the 
volume  and  costs  of  maintaining  ConunOdity/credit  Corporation  stocks,  to  provide 
for  distribution  to  needy  people  and  puj/lic  institutions  of  additional  needed 
high-protein  foods,  to  preserve  and  improve  the  status  of  the  family  farm 
through  greater  bargaining  power;  to /Agriculture  Committee. 

30.  FOOD  STORAGE.  H.  R.  12833,  by  Repywolf,  a  yivil  Defense  bill  to  provide  for  a 

program  to  establish  food  storages  depots  neaSTmajor  cities  in  the  United  States 
to  prevent  the  population  from  /Suffering  fromVack  of  food  as  a  result  of  war, 
flood,  or  other  local  or  national  catastrophe  which  destroys  the  usual  channels 
of  food  supply;  to  Armed  Services  Committee.  Remarks  of  author.  pc  13590 

31.  EDUCATION;  EMPLOYMENT.  Hy/R.  12835,  by  Rep.  HechlerV  to  amdnd  the  Vocational 

Education  Act  of  1946  in/ order  to  assist  the  States  rn  providing  training  and 

retraining  for  the  unepiployed  and  underemployed;  to  Eolation  and  Labor 
Committee.  7 

32.  ROADS.  H.  Res.  579/  by  Rep.  Cunningham,  expressing  the  seSse  of  the  House  of 

Representatives  with  respect  to  the  administration  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program;  to  Public  Works  Committee. 


/ 


BILLS  APPROVED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


33.  ARCHEOLOGICAL  DATA.  S.  1185,  to  provide  for  the  preservation  of  historical  and 
arc  eo  ogical  data  (including  relics  and  specimens)  which  might  otherwise  be 
lost  as  the  result  of  the  construction  of  a  dam.  This  bill  provides  Sssentiallj 
or  coordination  of  archeological  investigations  and  salvage  operation^  with 
advance  planning  and  construction  of  dams  either  by  Federal  agencies  or \mder 

by  Federal  agencies.  Approved  June  27,  1960  (Public  Law 
Ob-523,  86th  Congress). 
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licensVand  for  rehearings  under  die  act,  and  will  also 
act  on  tins  following  bills : 

H.R.  i  m3,  increasing  authorization  for  facilities  for 
the  Gorgas  NLmorial  Laboratory  (1  hour  of  debate) ; 

H.R.  12417,^0  bring  the  number  of  cadets  at  the  U.S. 
Military  Academv  and  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy  up 
to  full  strength  (nhour  of  debate) ;  and 
H.R.  1 1001,  to  pltovide  for  the  participation  of  the 
U.S.  in  the  International  Development  Association  (2 
hours  of  debate). 

Committee  Meetini 

SUGAR 

Committee  on  Agriculture:  The  committee  met  in 
executive  session  and  approved  a  committee  amend¬ 
ment  to  be  offered  to  H.R.  12311,  to  extend  for  1  year 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  when  the  bill  is  considered  in 
tfie  House. 


ARMY  COMBAT  VEHICLES 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  Special  subcommittee 
held  a  hearing  regarding  criticism  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  Army  procurement  of  certain  tactical  and 
combat  vehicles.  Various  Army  representatives  were 
heard  in  reply  to  the  criticism. 

LATIN  AMERICA— COMMUNISM 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  Subcommittee  on  Inter- 
American  Affairs  met  in  executive  session  to  consider 
the  Communist  threat  in  Latin  America.  The  sv 
committee  adjourned  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair/ 


HOME  LOAN  BANK  BOARD 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Home  Loan  Bank  Board  continued  its 
hearings  on  matters  regarding  the  Board,  and' heard 
testimony  from  William  J.  Hallahan,  member  of  the 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board;  and  John  M.  Wvpian,  Direc¬ 
tor,  Division  of  Supervision,  Home  Loan/Bank  Board. 

BURNS  CREEK  RESERVOIR— COLORADO  RIVER 
STUDY 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  met  in  executive 
1  Session  and  ordered  reported  tb  the  full  committee  H.R. 
•I235  (amended),  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  a  reregulat¬ 
ing  reservoir  and  othe/  works  at  the  Burns  Creek  site 
in  upper  Snake  Ri*4r  Valley,  Idaho.  Prior  to  this 
action  the  subcommittee  held  a  hearing  on  H.J.  Res. 
318,  directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  continue 
certain  studie/on  the  quality  of  water  of  the  Colorado 
River  and  related  matters  and  to  report  thereon  to  the 
Congress/  Testimony  was  given  by  Representative 
Saund  and  Department  of  Interior  witnesses. 

PRIVATE  CLAIMS— CONNECTICUT 

Committee  on  the  fudiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  2  met 
^n  executive  session  and  ordered  reported  to  the  full 
committee  S.  3053,  for  the  relief  of  the  State  of  Con¬ 
necticut. 

Als\  took  action  on  several  private  claim  bills. 


BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDEI 
New  Laws 

( For  last  listing  of  public  laws,  sec  Digest,  D55/,  June  14, 

i960) 


ers  site  for  Mount 
Wash.  Signed 


S.  1358,  to  provide  a  headq 
Rainier  National  Park  near  A 
June  27,  i960  (P.L.  86-521). 

S.  2954,  exempting  from  LXC.  income  tax  compensa¬ 
tion  paid  to  alien  employees  by  certain  international 
organizations.  Signed  h(ne  27,  i960  (P.L.  86-522). 

S.  1185,  providing  fdr  the  preservation  of  historical 
and  archeological  dafa  which  might  otherwise  be  lost 
as  the  result  of  coi/truction  of  a  dam.  Signed  June  27, 
1966  (P.L.  86-5 
S.  2327,  relating  to  the  registration  of  births  in  the 
D.C.  Signed  June  27,  i960  (P.L.  86-524). 

S.  2439, /authorizing  certain  D.C.  teachers  to  count, 
for  retirement  purposes,  certain  periods  of  authorized 
leave  vvithout  pay  for  educational  purposes.  Signed 
Jun/27,  i960  (P.L.  86-525). 


H.R.  101%,  clarifying  the  meaning  of  “stock  com¬ 
pany”  when  Healing  in  fire,  marine,  and  casualty  insur¬ 
ance  in  the  D.C.  Signed  June  27,  i960  (P.L.  86-526). 

S.J.  Res.  42,  to  establish  an  objective  for  coordinating 
the  development  oR  the  D.C.  with  that  of  other  areas 
in  the  Washington  metropolitan  region.  Signed  June 
27,  i960  (P.L.  86-527). 

H.R.  10000,  to  amend\he  D.C.  tax  laws  relating  to 
overpayments  and  refundV  of  taxes  erroneously  col¬ 
lected.  Signed  June  27, 1960V P.L.  86-528). 

S.  1892,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  Gf  the  Interior  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Norman  project, 
Oklahoma.  Signed  June  27,  i960  (P.L.  86-529). 

H.R.  10684,  to  amend  the  D.C.  Lire  Insurance  Act 
so  as  to  revise  certain  mortality  tables  apd  payments. 
Signed  June  27,  i960  (P.L.  86-530). 

H.R.  10761,  to  provide  for  the  representation  of  indi¬ 
gents  in  judicial  proceedings  in  the  D.C.  Signed  June 
27,  i960  (P.L.  86-531). 
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COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  TUESDAY,  JUNE  28 

{All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 

Senate 

CommitteS\on  Appropriations,  executive  hearings,  on  mutual 
security  appropriations,  to  hear  Secretary  of  Defense  Gates  at 
10:30  a.m.,  roonvT-37,  Capitol,  and  Secretary  of  State  Herter 
at  2:30  p.m.,  room  F\m,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  the  district  of  Columbia,  Public  Health  Sub¬ 
committee,  executive,  orb.  subcommittee  calendar,  2  p.m.,  6226 
New  Senate  Office  Buildings 

Committee  on  Finance,  executive,  on  H.R.  12580,  social  secu¬ 
rity  amendments  of  i960,  io\ym.,  2221  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  Aspen,  on  the  agreement  be- a 
tween  the  U.S.  and  India  for  the  avoidance  of  double  taxation 
(Ex.  H,  86th  Cong.,  2d  sess.),  followed  hy  executive  session  on 
committee  business,  10  a.m.,  room  F-53,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  ^Subcommittee  on 
National  Policy  Machinery,  on  National  Security  Council  and 
problems  of  coordination  between  the  Departments  of  Defense 
and  State,  to  hear  Henry  R.  Luce,  editor  of  Time  magazine,  10 
a.m.,  3302  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Surface 
Transportation  Subcommittee,  on  S.  3020,  train  discontinukice 
bill,  10  a.m.,  5110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  subcommittee,  on  S.  3548,  to 
amend  the  Norris-LaGuardia  Act  to  further  define  the  term 
“labor  disputes,”  10  a.m.,  2228  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Fabor  and  Public  Welfare,  Subcommittee  op 
Labor,  on  S.  2643,  situs  picketing  bill,  9  a.m.,  4232  New  Sendte 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Subcommittee  on  Roatbrf  on  S. 
3681,  authorizing  construction  of  a  toll  bridge  across/fhe  West 
Passage  of  Narragansett  Bay,  10  a.m.,  4200  New  sZate  Office 
Building. 

House 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Special  Investigating  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  executive,  on  inquiry  into  Cleveland  ordnance  food  ma¬ 
chinery  contract,  10  a.m.,  304  Old  Hous/Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Banking  and  CurretKy,  Subcommittee  No.  3, 
on  H.R.  8516,  and  H.R.  8627,  providing  for  the  retirement  of 
Federal  Reserve  bank  stock,  10  affii.,  1301  New  House  Office 
Building. 


Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  Subcommittee  i\o.  5, 
on  H.R.  12761,  home  improvement  companies;  and  H.R;  12748, 
transfer  of  land  to  Redevelopment  Land  Agency,  19/a.m.,  44-3 
Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on 
International  Operations,  executive,  on  pending'matters,  2  p.m., 
304  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Special  Subcommittee  on  Home  Loan  Bdnk  Board,  executive, 
9:3°  a-m.,  1501-B  New  House  Office  Rmlding. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insul/r  Affairs,  on  S.  910,  to 
authorize  the  payment  to  local  governments  of  sums  in  lieu 
of  taxes  and  special  assessments  Zith  respect  to  certain  Federal 
real  property,  9:45  a.m.,  1324  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  And  Foreign  Commerce,  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Commerce  amDFinance,  on  H.R.  9894,  re  wholesale 
marketing  of  auto  parts/md  accessories  by  petroleum  producers, 
10  a.m.,  1334  New  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on/Health  and  Safety,  on  H.R.  5402,  re  hospital 
construction  in  federally  impacted  areas,  10  a.m.,  414  Old  House 
Office  Building/ 

Com  mute/ on  the  Judiciary,  Subcommittee  No.  5,  executive, 
on  pendin/business,  3  p.m.,  346  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Worlds,  Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbprs,  on  H.R.  9094,  to  establish  an  Alaska  Study  Commis- 
siopf  survey  resolutions;  and  other  pending  matters,  10  a.m., 
1/02  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Rules,  to  consider  granting  a  rule  on  H.R. 
iffi22,  re  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  district  courts;  H.R.  12595, 
re  transportation  of  airmail;  and  H.R.  12603,  omnibus  housing 
bill,  Z30,  G— 12  U.S.  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs,  executive,  on  judicial  review 
legislation^™  a.m.,  356  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Com mittee\n  Ways  and  Means,  executive/on  miscellaneous 
bills,  10  a.m.,  cohnnittee  room,  New  House  Office  Building. 

Joint  Committees 

Conferees,  executive,  do  H.R.  11390,  Labor-HEW  appropria¬ 
tions,  10  a.m.,  room  F-82, \lapitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  LOL  11998,  Defense  appropriations, 

1 130  p.m.,  room  F-37,  Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  H.R.  763^,  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
and  flood  control  bill,  2  p.m.,  room  P-6j,  Capitol. 
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20.  SUGAR.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R. 
12311,  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  for  1  year.  pp.  13921, 

Rep.  Cooley  summarized  the  provisions  of  the  above  bill,  including  the  com¬ 
mittee  .amendment  to  the  bill,  stating  the  bill  includes  the  following:  pp*  13897 

"A  1-year  extension  of  the  act  to  December  31,  1961. 

Presidential  authority  to  establish  --  whether  Congress  is  in  session 
or  not  —  the  sugar  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of  1950  and  for  1961  at 
such  level  as  the  President  shall  find  from  time  to  time  to  be  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest,  but  in  no  event  in  excess  of  the  Cuban  quota  under  present 
law*  If  the  President  sets  the  Cuban  quota  at  less  than  present  law,  the 
reduction  would  be  reapportioned  as  follows:  (a)  An  amount  equivalent  to 
Cuba*  s  share  in  the  domestic  deficit  may  be  assigned  exclusively  to  the  do¬ 
mestic  area;  and  then  (b)  to  five  nations  whose  quota  is  presently  between 
3,000  and  10,000  tons  a  sufficient  quantity  of  sugar  to  bring  each  of  them 
up  to  10,000  tons.  These  nations  are  Costa  Rica,  Haiti,  Panama,  the 
Netherlands  and  Nationalist  China;  and  then  (c)  to  the  Philippine  Islands 
15  percent  of  the  remainder;  and  then  (d)  to  the  full  duty  nations  having 
quotas  under  the  act  --  except  those  five  nations  mentioned  in  (b)  above  -- 
the  remaining  85  percent  in  amounts  prorated  according  to  the  quotas  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  act;  and  then  (e)  to  any  other  foreign  nations  without  regard 
to  allocations. 

"The  President  also  would  have  authority  to  obtain  refined  sugar  if  raw 
sugar  was  unavailable. 

"A  technical  amendment  recognizing  Hawaii's  full  status  as  a  State. 

"A  permanent  change  in  the  law  which  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  authority  to  reduce  for  the  then  current  calendar  year  the  quota  of 
a  foreign  nation  or  an  area,  if  that  nation  or  area  is  unwilling  or  unable 
to  meet  its  quota.  The  Secretary  could  reduce  the  nation's  or  area's  quota 
by  the  amount  of  the  deficit  declared  against  it.  This  provision  would  pre¬ 
vent  a  country  or  area  which  had  failed  to  fill  its  quota  from  disorganizing 
the  U.  S,  market  by  shipping  its  full  quota  after  a  deficit  had  been  de- 
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LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Reconsidered  the  action  of  June 
(see  Digest  120)  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12232,  and  concurred  in  an  amendment  of, 
the  House,  and  agreed  to  a  motion  by  Sen.  Stennis  to  insist  on  the  one  remain¬ 
ing  Senate  amendment  in  disagreement  (pp.  13777,  13790-1,  13821-3).  Conferees 
were  appointed  on  the  one  amendment  remaining  in  disagreement  (p9  13823), 

9.  STATE -JUSTICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  The  Appropriations  Committee  Reported 
with  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R„  11666  (S.  Rept.  1777).  p.  13881 


ived  for  con* 


10.  PRICES.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  app 

sideration  of  the  full  committee  with  amendments  S.  2382,  to  am£nd  the  Employ 
ment  Act  of  1946 Nto  provide  for  its  more  effective  administration,  and  to 
bring  to  bear  an  informed  public  opinion  upon  price  and  wage/rncreases  which 
threaten  economic  stability,  p.  D633 

11.  MINERALS.  The  Interior  \and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  vot^d  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  H.  8860,  to  provide  for  payments  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  to  small  leao^and  zinc  producers,  p.  D6^3 

12.  WILDLIFE.  The  Interstate  and\Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  with  Amendment  H*  R,  125^3,  to  amend  the  Migratory 
Bird  Treaty  Act  so  as  to  increa'ke  penalties  for /violations  under  the  act. 
p.  D633 

13.  FISHERIES,  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commence  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  S.  2586  to  j^ovide  for  the  conservation  of  anadromous 
fish  spawning  areas  in  the  Salmon  Rive\/Idaho.  p.  D633 

14.  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Moss  inserted  an  editorial,  "Conservation:  More  Than  Lock¬ 

ing  Out,"  discussing  the  importance  yof  natural  resource  conservation,  pp. 
13782-3  r  ^ 

15.  AIR  POLLUTION.  Sen,  Clark  urged /enactment  of  S.\3103,  to  provide  greater  con¬ 

trol  of  air  pollution,  before  Adjournment  of  CongVess.  p.  13786 

16.  SUGAR.  Several  Senators  discussed  Cuban-U,  S.  relations,  including  the  pros 

and  cons  of  reducing  the  sdSar  quota  for  Cuba.  pp.  1X815-19 

17.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Passed/without  amendment  H.  R.  11001,  t\  provide  for  U.  S, 

participation  in  the  International  Development  Association  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  Resident,  p.  13843 

18.  WATERSHEDS.  Both  Hbuses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  Vor  works  of 

improvement  on  the  following  watersheds:  Franktown-Parker  tributaries  of 
Cherry  Creek,  Colo.,  upper  Josephine-Jackson  Creek,  Fla.,  Sandy  Creek,  Ga., 
aianae  Iki,  Vaianae  Nui,  Hawaii,  French  Lick  Creek,  Ind. ,  Bentonih,  Miss., 
upper  Gila  V4lley  Arroyos  No.  1,  N.  Mex. ,  East  ICeechi  Creek,  Tex., \d  Beaver 
treek,  Va./  to  S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  H.  Agriculture  Committees;  and 
Town  Fork/  Creek,  N.  C. ;  to  Public  Works  Committees,  p,  13774  \ 

The  aily  Digest"  states  that  the  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Cdxpmittee 

approve  the  watershed  projects  listed  above  referred  to  that  committee. 

P«  JJy33 

/ 

/ 

19.  CONGRESSIONAL  RECESS.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  Congress  will  recess  this 

coming  week-end  until  August  8.  pp.  13797-8,  13799-809 


86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  j  1  No.  2038 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  12311 


June  29,  1960. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  588] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  588,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  270 

H.  RES.  588 

[Report  No.  2038] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  29,  1960 

Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following- 
resolution  ;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12311)  to  extend 

5  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  all 

6  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That 

7  after  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and 

8  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 

9  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem- 

10  ber  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  con- 

11  sidered  as  having  been  read  for  amendment.  No  amend- 

12  ments  shall  be  in  order  to  said  bill  except  amendments 


V 


2 


1  offered  by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  and 

2  said  amendments  shall  be  in  order,  any  rule  of  the  House 

3  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  Amendments  offered  by 

4  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  may  be  offered 

5  to  any  section  of  the  bill  at  the  conclusion  of  the  general 

6  debate,  but  said  amendments  shall  not  be  subject  to  amend- 

7  ment.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 

8  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 

9  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted, 

10  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 

11  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  in- 

12  tervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit,  with  oi¬ 
ls  without  instructions. 
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And  tnose  who  wish  to  continue  to  re¬ 
fuse  U.S.  Farmworkers  the  same  elemen¬ 
tary  protections  and  guarantees  pro¬ 
vided  Mexican  workers  should  also  vote 
for  this  bill.  NFor  under  that  bill,  the 
Department  of  Aabor  is  not  authorized 
or  permitted  to  assure  equivalent  bene¬ 
fits  for  U.S.  worker 

A  vote  for  this  Nbill  is  a  vote  for 
acquiescing  in  an  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  effort  to  interpret  aV7-year-old  stat¬ 
ute  for  which  the  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  never  has  had  any  responsibility — 
and  about  which  it  has  hao^apparently, 
little  knowledge. 

Such  a  vote,  also,  would  be\a  vote  in 
favor  of  Farm  Bui'eau  Federation  dicta¬ 
tion  of  U.S.  labor  policy — dictation,  in  the 
clear  interest  of  a  few  large  farmers  and 
against  the  clear  interest  of  most  oKthe 
Farm  Bureau’s  own  membership. 

Finally,  I  suggest  emphatically  to  irfo 
colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisleN 
that  a  vote  for  this  bill  is  a  vote  for  ex¬ 
ploitation  of  the  many  for  the  benefit  of 
the  few.  Seldom  has  an  issue  been  more 
clear  cut. 

(Mr.  WAINWRIGHT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  WAINWRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  the  Representative  of  Long  Island  po¬ 
tato  growers,  and  other  farmers,  I  can¬ 
not  support  the  position  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty] 
to  eliminate  migrant  farm  labor  on  Long- 
Island.  None  of  our  farmers,  nor  the 
Farm  Bureau,  has  contacted  me  in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  bill.  However,  I  am  sure 
that  if  they  realized  that  Long  Island 
migrant  labor  would  be  done  away  with 
that  they  would  have  been  up  in  arms. 
My  vote  shall  be  cast  for  a  continuation 
of  the  system  which  allows  migrants  to 
work  on  Long  Island  during  the  proper 
seasons.  Failure  to  permit  this  will 
cause  our  farms  to  be  destroyed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Shelley]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  th§ 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  afad 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Evins,  Chairman  of  the  Conynittee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State' if  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  12759)  to  amend  title  jv  of  the  Ag¬ 


ricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
for  other  purposes,  purs 


tended,  and 
iant  to  House 


Resolution  569,  he  reposed  the  bill  back 
to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is' ordered. 

The  question  is/on  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  me  bill. 

The  bill  was/ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  tljfrd  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to/recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr/BECKER.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Becker  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
H.R.  12759  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  in  his  opinion 
the  “ayes”  had  it. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
^unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
tve  5  legislative  days  in  which  to  revise^ 
and  extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  jusj, 
parsed. 

Tnte  SPEAKER.  Without  objectiop'f  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Thereswas  no  objection. 


political  and  economic  cooperation  .among 
their  peoples  may  be  promoted,  to  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  United  States/delegates 
to  such  convention,  and  for  other  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  slfall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  resolution,  and  (shall  continue 
not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be.equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairinan  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  th6  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  the  resolution  shall  be  read 
for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule. 
At  the  conclusion  of  tee  consideration  of  the 
resolution  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  resolution  to  the 
House  with  such  /amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted,  And  the  previous  question 
shall  be  consicjAred  as  ordered  on  the  resolu¬ 
tion  and  amphdments  thereto  to  final  pas¬ 
sage  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  Recommit. 


LAND  &RANT  INSTITUTIONS 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia/  from  the 
Committee  onNRules,  reported  the  fol¬ 
lowing  privilegeckresolution  (H.  Res,  586, 
Rept.  No.  2036) ,  wdiich /was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  §rtd  ordered  to  be 
printed: 


Resolved,  That  up9 
resolution  it  shall 


the  adoption  of  this 


in 


ler  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve /tself  int\  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  th\  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of\he  bill  (H.R. 
10876)  to  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the 
endowment  And  support  of  colleges  of  agri¬ 
culture  anc*  the  mechanic  arts)  ol  the  Act 
of  June  20,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching 'grants 
to  land  grant  institutions.  After  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  Taill, 
and/shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hoW, 
to/>e  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  tlrs 
^airman  and  ranking  minority  member  ofN 
;he  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-min¬ 
ute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  in¬ 
tervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 


NORTH  ATLANTIC  TREATY- 
NATIONS 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  fol¬ 
lowing  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  587, 
Rept.  No.  2037),  which  was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  J.  Res.  170)  to  authorize  the  partici¬ 
pation  in  an  international  convention  of 
representative  citizens  from  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  Treaty  nations  to  examine  how  greater 


Extension  of  sugar  act  of  1948 

AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  588,  Rept. 
No.  2038),  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
12311)  to  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That 
after  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed 
one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
the  bill  shall  be  considered  as  having  been 
read  for  amendment.  No  amendments  shall 
be  in  order  to  said  bill  except  amendments 
offered  by  direction  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  and  said  amendments  shall  be 
in  order,  any  rule  of  the  House  to  the  con¬ 
trary  notwithstanding.  Amendments  offered 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
may  be  offered  to  any  section  of  the  bill  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  general  debate,  but 
said  amendments  shall  not  be  subject  to 
amendment.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit,  with  or  without  instruc¬ 
tions. 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  COMPENSA¬ 
TION  ACy  AMENDMENTS  OF  1960 

Mr.  SMITH,  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  call  up  Hous^  Resolution  572  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  rekfi  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  upoik  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in\  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  tjie  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  'of  the  bill  (H.R. 
12383)  to  amend  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Compensation  Act  to  make  benefits  more 
realistic  in  terms  of  present  wa^e  rates,  and 
for  other  purposes.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,\nd  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour\to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the\hair- 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  or 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  the  \ill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the 
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minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  bedn  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendmen\thereto  to  final  passage  without 
intervening  'motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit.  \ 

Mr.  SMITH  of,  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  yield  to  the  gemJeman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown]  30  minutes,  and  yield  myself 
1  minute.  \ 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  makes  in 
order  with  1  hour  of  general  debate  the 
consideration  of  the  biH'H.R.  12383,  re¬ 
ported  unanimously  by  th£  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor,  approved  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and,  approved 
by  the  Navy  Department.  There  is  no- 
objection  to  it  from  any  soureNfhat  I 
know  of.  \  \ 

This  relates  to  a  revamping  of\the 
Federal  Employees’  •  Compensation  AW, 
which  has  not  been  revised  for  man\ 
years  and  has  some  things  in  it  that\ 
need  correction. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Smith],  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  has  explained  this  rule  and 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  very  well.  I 
know  of  no  opposition  to  the  rule  on  this 
side. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  with  the  approval  of  the 
minority  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Frelinghuysen]  and  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Goodell],  that  the 
bill,  H.R.  12383,  to  amend  the  Federal 
Employees’  Compensation  Act  to  make 
benefits  more  realistic  in  terms  of  pres¬ 
ent  wage  rates,  and  for  other  purposes, 
be  considered  in  the  House  as  in  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota?  , 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows  y 
Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  Hth.se 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  Trfyft  this'* 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Employees’ 
Compensation  Act  Amendments  or  1960”. 

TITLE  I - SUBSTANTIVE  AMENDMENTS 

Increase  in  minimum  compensation  for  total 
disability,  attendants,  alloioance,  mainte¬ 
nance  while  undergoing/vocational  reha¬ 
bilitation  / 

Sec.  101.  Section  6  at  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$75”  lr/paragraph  (1)  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$125”;  by  striking  out  “$50"  in  paragraph 
(2)  of  subsectiph  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$100’jf  by  striking  out  “$112.50”  In 
subsection  (c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$180”. 

Jncrease  in  death  benefits 
Sec.  102.  Section  10(K)  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
strikftig  out  "$150”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$240". 


Increase  in  burial  payments 
Sec.  103.  Section  11  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "$400”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$800”. 

Increase  of  compensation  base  where  injury 
occurred  before  January  1, 1958 
Sec.  104.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  or  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Compensation  Act,  the  monthly  pay  upon 
the  basis  of  which  compensation  for  disabil¬ 
ity  or  death  is  computed  under  the  Federal 
Employees’  Compensation  Act  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  as  follows:  If  such  employee’s  injury 
(or  injury  causing  death)  occurred  before 
January  1,  1958,  but  after  December  31,  1950, 
such  eligible  employee’s  “monthly  pay”  shall 
be  increased  by  10  percent;  if  such  employee’s 
injury  (or  injury  causing  death)  occurred 
before  January  1,  1951,  but  after  December 
31,  1945,  such  eligible  employee’s  “monthly 
pay’’  shall  be  increased  by  20  percent;  if  such 
employee’s  injury  (or  injury  causing  death) 
occurred  before  January  1,  1946,  such  eligible 
employee’s  “monthly  pay”  shall  be  increased 
by  30  percent;  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this 
or  any  other  Act  of  Congress  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  make  the  increase  in  the  monthly 
F(ay  provided  by  this  section  applicable  to 
military  personnel,  or  to  any  person  or  em¬ 
ployee  not  within  the  definition  of  sectioiy 
40(b\  (1)  or  (2)  of  the  Federal  Employee^ 
Compensation  Act:  Provided  further,  TDat 
this  secW>n  shall  not  be  construed  to  permit 
the  amount  of  compensation  on  accovmt  of 
an  employee's  disability  or  death  tr/be  in¬ 
creased  mordahan  10  percent  if  suDh  injury 
(or  injury  casing  death)  occurred  before 
January  1,  1958\but  after  December  31,  1950, 
nor  more  than  20\j>ercent  if  such  injury  (or 
injury  causing  death)  occum'd  before  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1951,  but  afteXpecember  31,  1945,  nor 
more  than  30  percentNif  syfch  injury  (or  in¬ 
jury  causing  death)  occurred  prior  to  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1946.  /\ 

Liberalization  of  mi/nimuhi  and  maximum 
compensation  joy  emergency  relief  work¬ 
Sec.  105.  The/second  proviso\f  the  first 
section  of  thy  Act  approved  February  15, 
1934  (5  X5.SXI.  796)  is  amended  byxstriking 
out  “$100” in  clause  (a)  and  insertingun  lieu 
thereof  “$450”;  and  by  striking  out  “$t5”  in 
clause  j/b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$150”/  \ 

/TITLE  n - TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS  \ 

/  Clarification  of  scheduled  awards 
/Sec.  201.  The  first  sentence  of  section  5(a) 
/ot  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “body,”  the 
following;  “regardless  of  whether  the  cause 
of  such  disability  originates  in  a  part  of  the 
body  other  than  such  member,”. 

Eligibility  for  or  receipt  of  benefits  earned 
under  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  not  to 
preclude  payment  of  compensation  for 
scheduled  losses,  election  by  claimants  eli¬ 
gible  to  receive  veterans’  benefits  for  same 
disability  or  death 

Sec.  202.  Section  7(a)  ot  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  7.  (a)  That  as  long  as  the  employee 
is  in  receipt  of  compensation  under  this  Act, 
or,  if  he  has  been  paid  a  lump  sum  in  com¬ 
mutation  of  installment  payments,  until  the 
expiration  of  the  period  during  which  such 
installment  payments  would  have  continued, 
he  shall  not  receive  from  the  United  States 
any  salary,  pay,  or  remuneration  whatsoever 
except  hi  return  for  services  actually  per¬ 
formed,  and  except  pensions  for  service  in 
the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  eligibility  for  or  receipt  of  bene¬ 
fits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 
shall  in  no  way  impair  the  employee’s  right 


to  receive  compensation  for  scheduled  dis-. 
abilities  specified  in  section  5(a)  of  this  Act: 
Provided  further.  That  whenever  any  person 
is  entitled  to  receive  any  benefits  under/this 
Act  by  reason  of  his  injury,  or  by  reason  of 
the  death  of  an  employee,  as  defined/in  sec¬ 
tion  40,  and  is  also  entitled  to  receive  from 
the  United  States  any  payments  /r  benefits 
(other  than  the  proceeds  of  any  insurance 
policy),  by  reason  of  such  injury  or  death 
under  any  other  Act  of  Congybss,  because  of 
service  by  him  (or  in  the  case  of  death,  by 
the  deceased)  as  an  employee,  as  so  defined, 
or  because  of  service  by  hjfn  (or  in  the  case  of 
death,  by  the  deceased]/m  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States, yAich  person  shall  elect 
which  benefits  he  /all  receive.  Such  elec¬ 
tion  shall  be  made/within  one  year  after  the 
injury  or  death,  dr  such  further  time  as  the 
Administrator  n4ay  for  good  cause  allow,  and 
when  made  shifil  be  irrevocable  unless  other¬ 
wise  provide)?  by  law.” 

Medical /are  to  claimants  receiving  Civil 

/  Service  annuity 

Sec.  203.  The  first  sentence  of  section  9(a) 
°f  t1/ Pederal  Employees’  Compensation  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  "arisen,”  the 
foj/owing:  “and  notwithstanding  that  the 
employee  has  accepted  or  is  entitled  to  re¬ 
ceive  benefits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act,”. 

Considerations  in  computation  of  wage- 
earning  capacity 

Sec.  204.  Section  13(b)  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  all  that  follows  “his  usual  em¬ 
ployment,”  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such 
matter  stricken  out  the  following:  "his  age, 
his  qualifications  for  other  employment,  the 
availability  of  suitable  employment,  and  any 
other  factors  or  circumstances  in  the  case 
whioh  may  affect  Ills  capacity  to  earn  wages 
in  his  disabled  condition.” 

Notice  of  injury  and  claim  for  compensation 

in  cases  of  latent  disability 

Sec.  205.  Section  20  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  after  the  first  sentence 
thereof  the  following :  “In  cases  of  latent  dis¬ 
ability  due  to  radiation  or  other  causes,  the 
time  for  filing  claim  shall  not  begin  to  run 
until  the  employee  has  a  compensable  disabil¬ 
ity  and  is  aware,  or  by  the  exercise  of  reason¬ 
able  diligence  should  have  been  aware  of  the 
causal  relationship  of  the  compensable  dis¬ 
ability  to  his  employment:  Provided,  That 
the  time  for  giving  notice  of  injury  in  such 
xBases  shall  begin  to  run  as  soon  as  the  em¬ 
ployee  is  aware,  or  in  the  exercise  of  reason¬ 
able  diligence  should  have  been  aware,  that 
his  Condition  is  causally  related  to  his  em¬ 
ployment,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  there 
is  a  conmensable  disability.” 

\  Report  of  injuries 

Sec.  206ASection  24  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  “(a)\after  “Sec.  24.”  and  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  Niereof  the  following: 

“(b)  Whoever.Nbeing  an  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  UnitedsStates  charged  with  the 
responsibility  for  making  the  reports  speci¬ 
fied  in  subsection  (a) ,  Willfully  fails,  neglects, 
or  refuses  to  make  any  s\ch  report  or  know¬ 
ingly  files  a  false  report/vor  induces,  com¬ 
pels,  or  directs  an  injured  enmloyee  to  forego 
filing  of  any  claim  for  compensation  or  other 
benefits  provided  under  thiX  Act  or  any 
extension  or  application  thereof\or  willfully 
retains  any  notice,  report,  claimKor  paper 
which  is  required  to  be  filed  underxthis  Act 
or  any  extension  or  application  thereof,  or 
regulations  promulgated  thereunder  slikll  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convic¬ 
tion  thereof  shall  be  fined  not  more  thhn 
$500  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  on<U 
year,  or  both.” 
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1960 

c< 

Dowdy 

Kee 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Downing 

King,  Utah 

Riley 

Dulskl 

Kirwan 

Rivers,  S.  C.  j 

Durham 

Kitchin 

Roberts  / 

Eliott 

Knox 

Robison  j 

Everett 

Kyi 

Rogers,  Colo./ 

Fenton 

Lafore 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Fisher 

Laird 

Rogers,  Tex/ 

Flynh 

Landrum 

Schenck  j 

Flynn 

Latta 

Scherer  / 

Forrester 

Lennon 

Scott  / 

Gavin\ 

Levering 

Selden  / 

G’eorge\ 

Lipscomb 

Shipley  / 

Grant  \ 

Loser 

Short  / 

Gray  \ 

McCulloch 

Siler  / 

Gross  \ 

Mclntire 

Simpson 

Haley  \ 

McMillan 

Slack  / 

Hardy  \ 

Michel 

SmitM  Calif. 

Hiymon  \ 

Minshall 

Smith,  Kans. 

Harris  \ 

Moeller 

Stralfton 

Hays  \ 

Montoya 

Taber 

Hemphill  ,  \ 

Moore 

Teague,  Tex. 

Henderson  \ 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Tbhmson,  Wyo. 

Hoeven  \ 

Moulder 

Tdilefson 

Hoffman,  IllA 

Murray 

Tuck 

Hoffman,  Mien. 

Norblad 

ytt 

Hogan  \ 

O’Konskl 

van  Zandt 

Holifield  \ 

Oliver 

)w  ampler 

Holt  1 

.Passman 

/Watts 

Huddleston 

\Patman  j 

Weaver 

Hull 

Perkins  / 

Westland 

Jennings 

Philbin  / 

Wharton 

Jensen 

Richer  / 

Whitener 

Johansen 

Pillion  / 

Whitten 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Pdage  / 

Williams 

Jonas 

PoVr  / 

Winstead 

Jones,  Ala. 

Preston  / 

Wolf 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rees,  Kani. 
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Alford 

Edmdndton 

Norrell 

Anderson, 

Frazier  / 

Staggers 

Mont. 

Jackson 

Thompson,  La. 

Anfuso 

KeoghA 

Vinson 

Buckley 

McGinley 

Willis 

Burdick 

McSween 

Withrow 

Carnahan 

Mason  \ 

Younger 

Davis,  Ga. 

Morris.  Qkla. 

Dawson 

Mumma  \ 

So  the  bill  wan  passea. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs:  /  \ 

On  this  vote :  \  ' 

Mr.  Younger  for,  with  Mr.  Mason  against. 
Mr.  Thomason  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr. 
Mumma  against.  \ 

Until  further  notice:  \ 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Jacksonl 
Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Withrow. 

Mr.  SHIPLEY  changed  h\s  vote  from 
“yea”  W  “nay.”  V 

Mr.  /PIRNIE  changed  his  \  vote  from 
“nay”A;o“yea.’'  \ 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  ahove  recorded.  \ 

Amotion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
tab/e.  \ 

The  doors  were  opened.  \ 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,)  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  3074)  to  provide 
ror  the  participation  of  the  United  States 
'in  the  International  Development  As¬ 
sociation,  to  strike  out  all  after  the\  en¬ 
acting  clause,  and  insert  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11001)  to  provide  for  the 
participation  of  the  United  States  in  the 
International  Development  Associaticto, 
just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 


SUGAR  LEGISLATION 
Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1 


minute,  to  revise  and  extend  my  re¬ 
marks,  and  to  include  the  amendment  to 
the  sugar  bill  which  will  come  before 
the  House  for  consideration  at  an  early 
date.  This  is  a  very  brief  explanation. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Rules 
Committee  today  cleared  for  House  con¬ 
sideration  H.R.  12311,  the  bill  to  extend 
the  Sugar  Act  in  modified  form.  The 
rule  provides  for  1  hour  of  general  de¬ 
bate  and  permits  the  offering  of  only  one 
amendment,  to  be  submitted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

So  that  the  Members  of  the  House  may 
be  thoroughly  aware  of  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  including  the  proposed  committee 
amendment,  I  submit  here  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  brief  summary,  along  with  a  copy 
of  the  bill  amended,  as  follows : 

First.  A  1-year  extension  of  the  act 
to  December  31, 1961. 

Second.  Presidential  authority  to  es¬ 
tablish — whether  Congress  is  in  ses¬ 
sion  or  not — the  sugar  quota  for  Cuba 
for  the  balance  of  1960  and  for  1961  at 
such  level  as  the  President  shall  find 
from  time  to  time  to  be  in  the  national 
interest,  but  in  no  event  in  excess  of  the 
Cuban  quota  under  present  law.  If  the 
President  sets  the  Cuban  quota  at  less 
than  present  law,  the  reduction  would  be 
reapportioned  as  follows:  (a)  An  amount 
equivalent  to  Cuba’s  share  in  the  domes¬ 
tic  deficit  may  be  assigned  exclusively  to 
the  domestic  area;  and  then  (b)  to  five 
nations  whose  quota  is  presently  be¬ 
tween  3,000  and  10,000  tons  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  sugar  to  bring  each  of  them 
up  to  10,000  tons.  These  nations  are 
Costa  Rica,  Haiti,  Panama,  the  Nether¬ 
lands,  and  Nationalist  China;  and  then 
(c)  to  the  Philippine  Islands  15  percent 
of  the  remainder;  and  then  (d)  to  the 
full  duty  nations  having  quotas  under 
the  act — except  those  five  nations  men¬ 
tioned  in  (b)  above — the  remaining  85 
percent  in  amounts  prorated  according 
to  the  quotas  established  by  the  act;  and 
then  (e)  to  any  other  foreign  nations 
without  regard  to  allocations. 

The  President  also  would  have  au¬ 
thority  to  obtain  refined  sugar  if  raw 
sugar  was  unavailable. 

Third.  A  technical  amendment  recog¬ 
nizing  Hawaii’s  full  status  as  a  State. 

Fourth.  A  permanent  change  in  the 
law  which  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  authority  to  reduce  for  the 
then  current  calendar  year  the  quota  of 
a  foreign  nation  or  an  area,  if  that  na¬ 
tion  or  area  is  unwilling  or  unable  to 
meet  its  quota.  The  Secretary  could  re¬ 
duce  the  nation’s  or  area’s  quota  by  the 
amount  of  the  deficit  declared  against 
it.  This  provision  would  prevent  a  coun¬ 
try  or  area  which  had  failed  to  fill  its 
quota  from  disorganizing  the  U.S.  market 
by  shipping  its  full  quota  after  a  deficit 
had  been  declared  against  it. 

Fifth.  A  provision  applicable  to  the 
1961  crop  only  which  awards  to  new  pro¬ 
ducers  75  percent  of  any  increase  in  pro¬ 
portionate  shares  due  to  reallocated 
deficits. 
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A  bill  to  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended 

Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (relating  to 
termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary 
under  the  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“1960”  In  each  place  it  appears  therein  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

Sec.  2.  Sections  4501(c)  and  6412(d)  (re¬ 
lating  to  the  termination  and  refund  of  taxes 
on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1961“  in 
each  place  it  appears  therein  and'  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “1962". 

Sec.  3.  Section  204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  proration  of 
deficits) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “shall 
not  be  reduced”  and  inserting  “may  be 
reduced”. 

Sec.  4.  Seotion  302(b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  proportionate  shares  for  farms) ,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  a 
colon  and  the  following:  Provided,  That  75 
per  centum  of  any  increase  in  proportionate 
shares  in  any  area  where  restrictions  are  in 
effect  for  the  1981  crop  year  over  the  total 
of  restricted  proportionate  shares  established 
for  such  area  in  the  preceding  year,  less  any 
shares  arising  from  the  1960  growth  factor, 
shall  be  reserved  for  new  producers. 

Sec.  5.  Section  408  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  (relating  to  suspension  of 
quotas) ,  is  amended  to  designate  such  sec¬ 
tion  as  subsection  “(a)”;  and  to  add  a  new 
subsection  “(b)”  as  follows: 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
title  II  of  this  Act,  for  the  period  ending 
December  31,  1961 : 

“(1)  The  President  shall  determine,  not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provisions  of  title  II, 
the  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of  cal¬ 
endar  year  1960  and  for  calendar  year  1961 
in  such  amount  or  amounts  as  he  shall  find 
from  time  to  time  to  be  in  the  national 
interest:  Provided,  however.  That  in  no  event 
shall  such  quota  at  any  time  exceed  such 
amount  as  would  be  provided  for  Cuba  under 
the  terms  of  title  II  in  the  absence  of  the 
amendments  made  herein,  and  such  deter¬ 
minations  shall  become  effective  immediately 
upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
the  President’s  proclamation  thereof; 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  consumers  in  the  United 
States,  the  President  is  thereafter  authorized 
to  cause  or  permit  to  be  brought  or  imported 
into  or  marketed  in  the  United  States,  at 
such  times  and  from  such  sources,  including 
any  country  whose  quota  has  been  so  re¬ 
duced,  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the 
prevailing  circumstances,  a  quantity  of 
sugar,  not  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  any  reduc¬ 
tions  in  quotas  made  pursuant  to  this  sub¬ 
section:  Provided,  however.  That  any  part  of 
such  quantity  equivalent  to  the  proration 
of  domestic  deficits  to  the  country  whose 
quota  has  been  reduced  may  be  allocated  to 
domestic  areas  and  the  remainder  of  such 
quantity  (plus  any  part  of  such  allocation 
that  domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fill)  shall 
be  apportioned  in  raw  sugar  as  follows: 

“(i)  There  shall  first  be  allocated  to  other 
foreign  countries  for  which  quotas  or  pro¬ 
rations  thereof  of  not  less  than  three  thou¬ 
sand  or  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  are  provided  in  section  202(c), 
such  quantities  of  raw  sugar  as  are  required 
to  permit  importation  in  such  calendar  year 
of  a  total  of  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  from  such  country: 

“(ii)  There  shall  next  be  apportioned  to 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  15  per 
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centum  of  the  remainder  of  such  impor¬ 
tation; 

“(ill)  The  balance,  including  any  unfilled 
balances  from  allocations  already  provided, 
shall  be  allocated  to  or  purchased  from  for¬ 
eign  countries  having  quotas  under  section 
202(c),  other  than  those  provided  for  in  the 
preceding  subparagraph  (i),  in  amounts  pro¬ 
rated  according  to  the  quotas  established 
under  section  202(c) :  Provided,  That  if  addi¬ 
tional  amounts  of  sugar  are  required  the 
President  may  authorize  the  purchase  of 
such  amounts  from  any  foreign  countries, 
without  regard  to  allocation; 

"(3)  If  the  President  finds  that  raw  sugar 
is  not  reasonably  available,  he  may,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  (2)  above,  cause  or  permit  to  be 
Imported  such  quantity  of  sugar  in  the  form 
of  direct-consumption  sugar  as  may  be 
required.” 

Sec.  6.  Sections  101(j),  203,  205(a) ,  209(a) , 
209(c),  and- 307  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  are  each  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  ‘‘The  Territory  of”  in  each  place 
where  they  appear  therein. 


June  29 


MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR  PROBLEM 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12759)  to 
amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  12759, 
with  Mr.  Evins  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  had 
14  minutes  remaining;  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  had  9  minutes 
remaining. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  McFall], 

Mr.  McFALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in 
support  of  an  extension  of  Public  Law 
78,  the  Mexican  national  program,  and 
the  Fogarty  amendment  which  should/ 
further  improve  the  administration 
the  program  to  prevent  its  use  to  depress 
wages  or  working  conditions  or  tcy  re¬ 
place  domestic  farmworkers. 

The  Public  Law  78  program  is  essential 
to  California  as  a  supplement  to  the 
domestic  farm  labor  force  in'  the  peak 
seasons  when  crops  ripen  ,M  the  same 
time  in  many  areas  and  th^re  simply  are 
not  enough  domestic  workers  to  do  the 
job.  This  is  the  situation  in  San  Joaquin 
and  Stanislaus  Counties  in  California, 
the  district  which  3/represent. 

It  is  important  .that  we  take  affirma¬ 
tive  action  now,  rince  the  Public  Law  78 
program,  which  technically  runs  until 
June  30,  1961;  would  be  virtually  dead 
for  next  year  if  not  extended  now,  for 
two  reasons:  First,  the  farmers  must 
know  at  the  time  of  planting  whether  or 
not  there  is  a  reasonable  assurance  of 
the  labor  required  to  harvest  the  crops; 
second,  the  Department  of  Labor  must 
know  now  if  the  program  is  to  be  con¬ 
tinued  in  order  to  make  the  necessary 


budgetary  requests  for  funds  to  enforce 
the  program. 

Originally,  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee  considered  legislation  that 
would  do  three  things: 

First.  Extend  the  Public  Law  78  pro¬ 
gram  for  2  years,  to  June  30,  1963. 

Second.  Divide  jurisdiction  between 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor. 

Third.  Deny  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
authority  to  prescribe  regulations  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  domestic  worker. 

The  committee  first  acted  on  a  meas¬ 
ure  that  would  include  points  1  and  3, 
eliminating  point  2 — the  joint  jurisdic¬ 
tion  that  would  seriously  cripple  and 
perhaps  even  make  impossible  regulation 
of  the  program. 

Later  the  committee  reported  a  new 
Vill,  calling  for  a  simple  2-year  extension 
of.  the  program,  and  eliminating  the 
original  section  that  would  hamstring 
the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

This  is  the  bill  we  are  considering  to¬ 
day  which  I  support  with  the  amend¬ 
ments  recommended  unanimously  by  a 
special  consultant  committee  to  insure 
that  the  prbgram  will  not  be  operated 
the  detriment  of  the  domestic  worker 

It  is  my  information  that  these  recom¬ 
mendations  aiA  substantially  in  Record 
with  the  thinking  of  those  who  adminis¬ 
ter  the  program  in  the  Department  of 
Labor,  but  no  clearance  hag  yet  been 
received  from  the  adhjinistrCuon  and  no 
formal  recommendation  ryifl  be  made  to 
Congress  until  next  year 

However,  if  we  are  ty&xtend  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  this  timeVthese  safeguards 
should  also  be  incorporated,  now  to  in¬ 
sure  that  the  Mexican  nationals  are  used 
only  as  unskilled^  labor,  on  a\  seasonal 
basis  and  not  ip  competition  in\ny  way 
with  our  American  worker. 

Secretary /Of  Labor  Mitchell  wrote  on 
June  24,  1960; 

There  is  ample  evidence  before  the  Be- 
partmenz  including  the  conclusions  ar 
recomnfenadtions  of  independent  con-1 
sultapts  who  have  studied  the  problem  that  ’ 
the/Mexican  program  legislation  needs  sub¬ 
stantial  improvement  in  order  to  avoid  ad- 
;rse  effects  upon  our  own  farmworkers, 
ly  view  remains  that  the  existing  law  should 
not  be  extended  until  such  time  as  improve¬ 
ments  can  be  incorporated  in  it. 

The  citizens  who  studied  the  program 
and  recommended  the  amendments  to 
Secretary  of  Labor  Mitchell  are  Edward 
J.  Thye,  former  U.S.  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota;  the  Very  Reverend  Monsignor 
George  C.  Higgins,  director  of  the  social 
action  department,  National  Catholic 
Welfare  Conference;  Glenn  E.  Garrett, 
chairman  of  the  Texas  Council  on  Mi¬ 
grant  Labor;  and  Rufus  B.  von  Klein- 
smid,  chancellor  of  the  University  of 
Southern  California. 

Their  recommendations,  which  are  to 
be  offered  today  as  an  amendment  by 
Congressman  Fogarty,  would  have  the 
following  effect,  in  brief: 

No  worker  shall  be  supplied  under  the 
the  program  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  certifies : 

A.  Sufficient  domestic  workers  who 
are  able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  not 
available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to 
perform  the  work  for  which  foreign 
workers  are  to  be  employed. 
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B.  The  employment  of  such  foreign 
workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  dorZes- 
tic  agriculture  workers  similarly,7  em¬ 
ployed. 

C.  Reasonable  efforts  have  been  made 
to  attract  domestic  workers  fovsuch  em¬ 
ployment,  including  independent  and 
direct  recruitment  by  the.employer  re¬ 
questing  foreign  workery'at  terms  and 
conditions  of  employment  comparable  to 
those  offered  to  foreigii  workers. 

D.  No  foreign  labor  is  to  be  imported 
except  for  seasonayand  unskilled  jobs. 

Although  there/may  be  disagreement 
over  method  antfspecific  language  in  the 
law,  I  feel  certain  that  our  growers  in 
California  have  no  quarrel  with  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  these  amendments,  that  is,  to 
protect  th^  domestic  worker. 

I  haWbeen  told  time  and  time  again 
that  the  Public  Law  78  program  is  de- 
sired/only  as  a  supplemental  labor  force, 
and/that,  in  fact,  the  farmers  much  pre¬ 
fer  to  hire  domestic  workers  if  they  are 
lalified  and  available  in  sufficient  num¬ 
ber  when  and  where  they  are  needed.  I 
know  this  to  be  true. 

My  growers  know  also  that  their  labor 
must  be  paid  a  fair  wage  equal  to  that  of 
workers  in  other  segments  of  our  econ¬ 
omy;  certainly  the  consumer  has  the 
ability  to  pay  a  price  sufficient  to  yield  a 
fair  profit  to  the  farmer  and  a  fair  wage 
to  the  agriculture  worker.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  the  Fogarty  amendments  will 
strengthen  Public  Law  78  by  spelling  out 
in  greater  detail  the  provisions  and  in¬ 
tent  of  the  present  law,  thus  providing 
the  opportunity  to  build  a  larger  domes¬ 
tic  work  force  and  to  retain  the  neces¬ 
sary  supplemental  labor  supply  under 
fair  and  equitable  conditions. 

Should  the  Fogarty  amendment  be  de¬ 
feated,  I  would  support  the  bill  to  extend 
the  program  as  essential  to  a  supple¬ 
mental  agricultural  labor  supply. 

(Mr.  McFALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 

minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Hr.  Rhodes]. 

RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair- 
man\I  am  in  favor  of  this  bill,  and  I 
hope  it  passes. 

WithV  17-percent  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States  during  the  past 
decade,  producers  of  the  Nation’s  fresh 
fruit  and  vegetable  supply  have  barely 
been  able  to  maintain  a  comparable  rate 
of  increase  inVheir  production  of  these 
commodities.  In  other  words,  on  a 
countrywide  basis*. the  rate  of  population 
increase  is  outrunning  the  growth  in 


pst  healthful  sector 
this  trend  prom- 


production  of  the 
of  our  food  supply,  af 
ises  to  continue. 

However,  in  California  ahd  Arizona, 
the  situation  is  different*:  during  the 
past  10  years,  production  \>f  vegetables 
and  melons  has  not  only  be£n  increased 
26  percent,  but  the  proportion  of  the 
national  fresh  food  supply  contributed 
by  these  two  States  was  increased  25 
percent.  In  1959,  California  ami  Ari¬ 
zona  produced  37.5  percent  of  thZ\£r.S. 
vegetable  and  melon  tonnage,  repre¬ 
senting  41.5  percent  of  the  value  of  crops 
in  this  category.  This  record  was  ac- 
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14.  SUGAR.  By  a  vote  of  395  to  0,  passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  12311,  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act.  See  Digest  121  for  a  summary  of  the  provisions  of  ffie 
bill  as  passed,  pp.  14150-71 

GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Agreed  to  the  conference 
report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  11389  (pp.  14109-10).  As  agreed  to  the  bill  provides 
$165,000,  instead  of  $40,000  as  recommended  by  the  House  and  $350,000  as  re  com- / 
qended  by  the  Senate,  for  the  President  for  expenses  in  improving  the  management 
oiSyFederal  agencies. 

16.  LABOR  ^STANDARDS.  By  a  vote  of  341  to  72,  passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  1267/7,  to 

amend  t1*e  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (pp.  14110-50).  By  a  vote  of  211 
to  203,  agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Kitchin  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
for  the  language  of  the  bill  as  reported,  which  includes  provisions/to  raise  the 
minimum  wage\level  to  $1.15  an  hour  (instead  of  $1.25  an  hour  as  reported),  and 
to  amend  the  Apt  to  include  employees  engaged  in  nthe  processing/of  shade-grown 
tobacco  for  use  as  cigar  wrapper  tobacco  by  agricultural  employees  employed  in 
the  growing  and  harvesting  of  such  tobacco,  which  processing/dhall  include,  but 
shall  not  be  limited  to,  drying,  during,  fermenting,  bulking,  rebulking,  sort- 
ing,  grading,  aging, N^nd  baling,  prior  to  the  stemming  process.”  (pp.  14141-9). 

17.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Receive^/the  conference  report  on 

this  bill,  H.  R.  11776  (H/Rept.  2063).  pp.  14202-4, 

18.  PERSONNEL;  PAY.  Received  from\the  President  his  yeto  message  on  H.  R.  9883,  the 

Federal  pay  raise  bill  (H.  Doc\442) .  pp.  14108-9 


19.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  APPRO PRIATION\BILL,  19< 
to  the  conference  report  on  this  bill*  H. 
in  disagreement,  pp.  14098-108 


By  a  vote  of  402  to  5,  agreed 
11998,  and  acted  on  the  amendments 


20.  FOREST  ROADS.  Conferees  were  appointed  oi/h.  R.  10495,  the  road  authorization 

)  bill,  including  appropriation  authorizations  for  forest  highways  and  forest  roadc: 
and  trails  (p.  14108) .  Senate  conferees  hav^already  been  appointed. 

21.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  BIIL,  1961.  Received  the  conference  report 

on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12231  (lyilept.  2062).  pp.  1^01-2 

22.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R/  7634,  the  omnibus  flood 

control  and  rivers  and  harbors  bill  (H.  Rept.  2064).  pp.  14204-11 

23.  HAWAII.  Agreed  to  H./Con.  Res.  706  authorizing  correct ions\n  the  enrolled  bill 

H.  R.  11602,  to  amend  certain  laws  of  the  U.  S.  in  light  of  h^e  admission  of 
Hawaii  into  the  Union,  p.  14171 

24.  TRANSPORTATION/  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11135,  to\id  in  the 

development/of  a  coordinated  system  of  transportation  for  the  National  Capital 
region;  tp/create  a  temporary  National  Capital  Transportation  Agency;\ptc 
(H.  Rept/ 2061)  .  pp.  14171-5 

25.  LIVESTOCK.  Rep.  Thomson,  Wyo.,  urged  consideration  of  legislation  to  "provi 
projection  for  producers  and  feeders  of  livestock  when  they  show  that  the  in¬ 
creased  import  of  meat  or  meat  products  causes  or  threatens  serious  injury  to 
:heir  industry.”  p.  14177 


-  4  - 


SCLaMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amenc 
me  S»  68,  to  provide  for  continued  delivery  of  water  under  the  Federal  reel 
mation  laws  to  lands  held  by  husband  and  wife  upon  the  death  of  either 
(H.  Stept.  2055) .  p.  14211  ' 


e 
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CONSERVA^ION.  The  Conservation  and  Credit  Subcommittee  of  the  Agricult 
Committed  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  H.  R*  12849,  to  prote 
and  ranch\?perators  making  certain  land  use  changes  under  the  Great 
servation  p)mgram  and  the  soil  bank  program  against  loss  of  croplajzd  acreage 
and  acreage  ^lotments.  p.  D643 

28.  WEEDS.  The  ’’Daily  Digest”  states  that  the  Conservation  and  Cre/it  Subcommittee 
of  the  Agricuitur^  Committee  "passed  over  without  prejudice" /S.  861,  to  provide 
for  the  control  ofNaoxious  plants  on  land  under  the  controiy'or  jurisdiction  of 
the  Federal  Government.”  p.  D643 

ITEM  IN  APPENDIX 

29.  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Talm^dge  inserted  an  article  criticizing  a  recent  Tariff 

Commission  decision  regarding  duties  on  textile  imports  which  includes  a  state¬ 
ment  by  Sen.  Thurmond  that  tldks  "proves  the  impeip^tive,  need  of  Congress  to 
take  action  in  the  next  sessioikto  regain  control  of  its  constitutional  author¬ 
ity  over  our  trade  program.”  p.\A5680 

BILLS  ^NTRODUC] 


PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  12900,  by  Rep,  Halperh^/to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  to  authorize  the  retirement  of  employees  after  30  years  of  service  without 
reduction  in  annuity;  to  Post  Office  and  IMvi-  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  12903,  by  Rep.  Short,  to  adjust  the  rates  of  compensation  of  employees 
in  the  postal  field  service,  to  establish  a\emporary  Commission  on  Federal 
Civilian  Employees  Compensation  policy;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee. 

31.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  H.  R.  12896,  b'/Rep.  Bailey,  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch 

Act  to  provide  for  a  more  equitable  distribution  of\the  funds  available  under 
such  act;  to  Education  anor  Labor  Committee. 

32.  MARKETING.  S.  3787,  by  /Sen.  Holland,  to  amend  the  provisions  of  the  Perishable 
Agricultural  Commodities  Act,  1930,  relating  to  practicesXin  the  marketing  of 
perishable  agricultural  commodities;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee, 

33.  FOREST  ROADS.  S.  /^791,  by  Sen.  Magnuson,  to  amend  section  205N^f  title  23  of 
the  United  States  Code  to  provide  for  the  system  of  forest  development  roads 
and  trails  needed  for  the  utilization  and  protection  of  lands  administered  by 
the  Forest  Service;  to  Public  Works  Committee.  Remarks  of  author.\  p.  13991 

-0- 

COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

July  1:  Increased price  supports  for  milk  and  butterfat,  amendments  to  Public  Law 
Law  48D,  protection  of  acreage  allotments  in  Great  Plains  program,  inclusion 
of  administrative  costs  in  crop  insurance  premiums,  donation  of  dairy  proavn:ts 
for  home  economic  courses,  grading  of  grapes  and  plums  for  export,  establish^ 
meht  of  botanic  garden  in  Hawaii,  and  miscellaneous  land  transfer  bills,  H. 
Agriculture  (exec) e 

Road  authorization  bill,  conferees  (exec). 

oOo 
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Th\ question  was  taken;  and 

were — yeas 
as  follows: 

211,  nays  203, 

[Roll  No.  168] 
\  YEAS— 211 

not  votir 

Abbitt 

Vountain 

Morris,  N, 

Abernethy 

lazier 

Mumma 

Adair 

Fr&iinghuysen 

Murray 

Alexander 

Gai\ 

Nelsen 

Alger 

Gathings 

Norblad 

AUen 

Gavin\ 

Norrell 

Andersen, 

Goodell\ 

Ostertag 

Minn. 

Grant  \ 

Passman 

Andrews 

Griffin  \ 

Patman 

Arends 

Gross  \ 

Pelly 

Ashmore 

Gubser  \ 

Pilcher 

Auchincloss 

Avery 

Ayres 

Baker 

Barden 

Barry 

Bass,  NFL 

Baumhart 

Becker 

Beckworth 

Belcher 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Berry 

Betts 

Bolton 

Bonner 

Bosch 

Bow 

Boykin 

Bray 

Brock 

Brooks,  La. 

Broomfield 

Brown,  Ga. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Broyhill 

Budge 

Burleson 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Casey 

Cederberg 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 

Chlperfield 

Church 

Colmer 

Cooley 

Cramer 

Curtin 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Dague 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Derounian 

Derwinski 

Devine 

Dixon 

Dooley 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Dowdy 

Downing 

Durham 

Everett 

Evlns 

Fenton 

Fisher 

Flynt 

Ford 

Forrester 


Addonlzio 

Albert 

Anfuso 

Ashley 

Asplnall 

Bailey 

Baldwin 

Baring 

Barr 

Barrett 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Bates 

Bennett,  Mich. 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Breeding 
Brewster 
Brooks, 

Brown,  pflo. 
Burdl< 

Burk(£  Ky. 
Bur/e,  Mass. 


Haley 

Halleck 

Hardy 

Harris 

Harrison 

Hubert 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Herlong 

Hess 

Hiestand 

Hoeven 

Hoffman,  Ill. 


Pillion 
Birnie 
P\ige 
Po 

PresVpn 
Quie 
Ray 
Reece, 
Rees,  Ka 
Rhodes,  Ar 
Riehlman 
Riley 

Rivers,  S.C. 


.n. 


Hoffman,  Mich,  Robison 


Horan 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Ikard 
Jackson 
Jarman 
Jennings- 
Jensen 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Jones,  Mo. 
Judd 
Kearns 
Kilbura 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
Kitchin 
Knox 
Kyi 
Lafore 
Laird 
Landrum 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Loser 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
McGinley 
Mclntire 
McMillan 
McSween 
Mahon 
Marshall 
Martin 
Matthews 
May 
Meader 
Michel 
Miller,  N.Y. 
Milliken 
Mills 
Minshall 
Moore 

NAYS— 203 

Byrne,  Pa. 
Cahill 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Celler 
Clark 
Coad 
Coffin 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Conte 
Cook 
Corhett 
Cuvftiingham 
D^radario 
Saniels 
awson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Dorn,  N.Y. 
Doyle 


Rogers,  Fla.  V 
Rogers,  Tex. 
Rutherford 
St.  George 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Schneebeli 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Selden 
Short 
Sikes 
Siler 
Simpson 
Smith,  Calif. 
Smith,  Kans. 
Smith,  Miss. 
Smith,  Va. 
Springer 
Stubblefield 
Taber 

Teague,  Calif. 
Teague,  Tex. 
Thompson,  Tex 
Thomson,  Wyo. 
Thornberry 
Tuck 
Utt 

Van  Pelt 
Van  Zandt 
Wain  wright 
Watts 
Weaver 
Weis 
Westland 
Wharton 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Williams 
Willis 
Wilson 
Winstead 
Wright 
Young 


Dulskf 
Dwser 
Elliott 
illon 
"arbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fino 
Flood 
Flynn 
Fogarty 
Foley 
Forand 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
George 
Giaimo 
Gilbert 
Glenn 
Granahan 
Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 
Green,  Pa. 


Griffiths 

Hagen 

Halpern 

Hargis 

Harmon 

Hays 

Healey 

Hechler 

Hogan 

Holifield 

Holland 

Holt 

Holtzman 

Inouye 

Irwin 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Johnson,  Md. 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Karsten 

Karth 

Kasem 

Kastenmeier 

Kee 

Keith 

Kelly 

King,  Calif. 
King,  Utah 
Kir  wan 
Kluczynski 
Kowalski 
jane 

mkford 
LSeinski 
Le  vs  ring 
Libo\ati 
Linds' 
McCordmck 
McDowel 
McFall 
McGovern 
Macdonald 


Machrowicz 

Mack 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mailliard 

Merrow 

Metcalf 

Meyer 

Miller,  Clem 

Miller, 

George  P. 
Mitchell 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Montoya 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Murphy 
Natcher 
Nix 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

O’Brien.  N.Y. 

O’Hara,  HI. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

O'Konskl 

O’Neill 

Oliver 

Osmers 

Perkins 

Pfost 

Philbin 

Porter 

Powell 

Price 

Prokop 

Pucinski 

Quigley 

Rabaut 

Rains 


Randall 

Reuss 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Roberts 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Rooney 

Roosevelt 

Rostenkowski 

Roush 

Santangelo 

Saund 

Shelley 

Shipley 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Spence 

Staggers 

Stratton 

Sullivan 

Taylor 

Teller 

Thomas 

Thompson,  La. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Toll 

Tollefson 
Trimble 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vanik 
Wallhauser 
Walter 
Wampler 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wolf 
Yates 
Zablocki 
Zelenko , 


Alford 

Anderson, 

Mont. 

Bentley 

Blitch 

Bowles 


IT  VOTING— 17 
jckley 
Carnahan 
Da^,  Ga. 
Edmondson 
Keoglf 
Mason 


Monas,  Okla. 
Shepard 
SJfced 
inson 
Withrow 
Younger 


So  the  amendmentS^as  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  annourffced  the  following 
pairs  : 

On  this  vote  : 

Mr.  •  Bentley  S6r,  with  kV.  Sheppard 
against.  /  \ 

Mrs.  Blitch  for,  with  Mr.  KeoghVigainst. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Georgia  for,  with  MrtLBuckley 
against.  /  \ 

Mr.  Ma&on  for,  with  Mr.  Bowles  against. 

Mr.  Younger  for,  with  Mr.  Edmontison 
against '  ' 

Uyftil  further  notice : 
r.  Alford  with  Mr.  Withrow. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL  changed  his  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hiestand  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
(H.R.  12677)  to  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on; 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejecte 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is/on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  pfi  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken/ and  there 
were— yeas  341,  nays  72,  an/vered  “pres¬ 
ent”  1,  not  voting  17,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  1^9] 

YEAS-y341 


Adair 

Dorn,  NOT. 

Kelly 

Addonizio 

Dowdy* 

Kilday 

Albert 

Downing 

King,  Calif. 

Alexander 

Do  vfe 

King,  Utah 

Anfuso 

Dylskl 

Kirwan 

Ashley 

JSurham 

Kitchin 

Aspinall 

/Dwyer 

Kluczynski 

Auchincloss  / 

Elliott 

Knox 

Avery  / 

Everett 

Kowalski 

Ayres  / 

Evins 

Kyi 

Bailey  / 

Fallon 

Laird 

Baker  / 

Farbstein 

Landrum 

Baldwin 

Fascell 

Lane 

Bardafe 

Feighan 

Lankford 

Barifig 

Fenton 

Latta 

Barr 

Fino 

Lennon 

Barrett 

Flood 

Lesinski 

/Barry 

Flynn 

Levering 

Bass,  N.H. 

Flynt 

Libonati 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Fogarty 

Lindsay 

Bates 

Foley 

Lipscomb 

Baumhart 

Forand 

Loser 

Becker 

Ford 

McCormack 

Beckworth 

Fountain 

McCulloch 

Bennett,  Fla. 
Bennett,  Mich. 

Frazier 

Frelinghuysen 

McDonough 

McDowell 

Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boykin 
Brademas 
Bray 
Breeding 
Brewster 
Brooks,  La. 
Brooks,  Tex. 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Mo. 
Brown,  Ohio 
Burdick 
Burke,  Ky. 
Burke,  Mass. 
Byrne,  Pa. 
Byrnes,  Wis. 
Cahill 
Canfield 
VCannon 
tederberg 
caller 

Chamberlain 
Chef 
Chendweth 
Churclrv 
Clark 
Coad 
Coffin 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Conte 
Cook 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Curtis,  Mo. 
Daddario 
Dague 
Daniels 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Derounian 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donohue 
Dooley 


Friedel 

Fulton 

Gallagher 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Gavin 

George 

Giaimo 

Gilbert 

Glenn 

Goodell 

Granahan 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 
Green,  Pa. 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Gross 
Gubser 
Hagen 
Haley 
Halleck 
Halpern 
Hardy 
Hargis 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hays 
Healey 
Hechler 
Hemphill 
Herlong 
Hoeven 
Hogan 
Holifield 
.  Holland 
lolt 

pltzman 
Horan 
Hosier 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Inouye 
Irwin 
Jennings 
Johnson,  CsSif. 
Johnson,  Col! 
Johnson,  Md. 
Johnson,  Wis. 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Karth 
Kasem 
Kastenmeier 
Kearns 
Kee 
Keith 


McFaU 

Mclntire 

Macdonald 

Machrowicz 

Mack 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mailliard 

Marshall 

Martin 

Matthews 

May 

Meader 

Merrow 

Metcalf 

Meyer 

Michel 

Miller,  Clem 

Miller, 

George  P. 
Miller,  N.Y. 
Milliken 
Mills 
Mitchell 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Montoya 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris,  N.  Mex. 
Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Mumma 
Murphy 
Natcher 
Nelsen 
Nix 

Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Brien,  HI. 
O'Brien,  N.Y. 
O’Hara,  IU. 
O’Hara,  Mich. 
O’Konski 
O’Neill 
Oliver 
'smers 
tertag 
Passman 
Patitom 
Pelly' 

Perkini 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pillion 
Pirnie 
Porter 
Price 


1x150 

ProkoiK. 

Saylor 

Tollefson 

-«Fucinsk\ 

Schenck 

Trimble 

Quie  \ 

Sehneebeli 

Udall 

Quigley  \ 

Schwengel 

Ullman 

Rabaut  \ 

Selden 

Vanik 

Rains  \ 

,  Shelley 

Van  Pelt 

Randall 

\Shipley 

Van  Zandt 

Ray 

Sikes 

Wain  wright 

Rees,  Kans. 

Sfier 

Wallhauser 

Reuss 

SiiApsoti 

Walter 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Sisk\ 

Wampler 

Riehlman 

Slack's. 

Watts 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Smith, Nfowa 

Weaver 

Roberts 

Spence  \ 

Weis 

Robison 

Springer  \  - 

Westland 

Rodino 

Staggers  \ 

■Wharton 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Stratton  \ 

Whitener 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Stubblefield 

V  Widnall 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Sullivan 

Wier 
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June 


Rooney 

Roosevelt 


Taylor 
Teague,  Calif. 


illlis 

Ison 


Rostenkowski  Teller 

Wok 

Roush 

Thomas 

WrigVt 

Rutherford 

Thompson,  La. 

.  Yates\ 

St.  George 

Thompson,  N.J.  Young  \ 

Santangelo 

Thornberry 

ZablockiX 

Saund 

Toll 

NAYS — 72 

Zelenko  \ 

Abbitt 

Harmon 

Poff  \ 

Abernethy 

Hubert 

Preston 

Alger 

Henderson 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Allen 

Hess 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Andersen, 

Hiestand 

Riley 

Minn. 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Andrews 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Rogers,  Tex. 

Arends 

Ikard 

Scherer 

Ashmore 

Jackson 

Scott 

Belcher 

Jarman 

Short 

Berry 

Jensen 

Smith,  Calif. 

Betts 

Johansen 

Smith,  Kans. 

Brock 

Kilburn 

Smith,  Miss. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Va. 

Broyhill 

Lafore 

Taber 

Budge 

Langen 

Teague,  Tex. 

Burleson 

McGinley 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Casey 

McGovern 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Chiperfield 

McMillan 

Tuck 

Colmer 

McSween 

Utt 

Dawson 

Mahon 

Whitten 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Minshall 

Williams 

Fisher 

Murray 

Winstead 

Forrester 

Pilcher 

Grant 

Poage 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”— 1 

Powell 

NOT  VOTING— 

17 

Alford 

Buckley 

Morris,  Okla. 

Anderson, 

Carnahan 

Sheppard 

Mont. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Steed 

Bentley 

Edmondson 

Vinson 

Blitch 

Keogh 

Withrow 

Bowles 

Mason 

Younger 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Davis  of  Georgia  for,  with  Mr.  Vinson/ 
against. 

Mr.  Keogh  for,  with  Mr.  Mason  against./ 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Bentley  against. 

Mr.  Sheppard  for,  with  Mr.  Yo*fager 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Withrc 

Mr.  BAILEY  and  Mk/  HOEVEN 
changed  their  vote  from  “vfe a”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  /as  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsid4r  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  title  of  the  Kill  was  amended  to 
read :  “An  act  to  /mend  the  Pair  Labor 
Standards  Act  at  1938,  as  amended,  to 
provide  coverage  for  employees  of  inter¬ 
state  retail  enterprises,  to  increase  the 
minimum  wage  under  the  act  to  $1.15  an 
hour,  andyfor  other  purposes. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

M)/  BARDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 


may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 

passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  ACT,  1961 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  may  have  until 
midnight  tonight  to  file  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  H.R.  12231,  the  Military 
Construction  Appropriation  Act,  1961. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AUTHORIZATION  TO  CONSIDER 
CONTINUING  RESOLUTION  MAK¬ 
ING  TEMPORARY  APPROPRIA-y 
IONS 

CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  Ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  tomorrow  to  consider  a  /House 
joint  resolution  making  temporary  ap¬ 
propriation^  This  is  the  continuing  res¬ 
olution. 

The  SPEAKVr.  Is  there/6bjection  to 
the  request  of  tl^e  gentlen>an  from  Mis¬ 
souri? 

There  was  no  objWtioj 


RIVER  AND  HARHdR  AND  FLOOD 
CONTROL  PROJECTS 

Mr.  DAVIS  o£/Tennessee\  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  oA  Public  WorksNpay  have 
until  midnight  tonight  to  file  \  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  bill,  H.R.  7634,  au¬ 
thorizing/the  construction,  repairs  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  workk  on 
rivers/and  harbors  for  navigation,  fldqd 
co^y ol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

.  le  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to' 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

HOUSE  MEETS  AT  11  A.M.  ON 
FRIDAY,  JULY  1 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet 
tomorrow  at  10  o’clock. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  will  the  gentleman 
tell  us  what  the  program  is  for  tomor¬ 
row? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Tomorrow  there 
will  be  the  veto  message  and  following 
consideration  of  the  veto  message  there 
will  be  several  bills.  There  is  a  Theodore 
Roosevelt  memorial  bill  and  the  Chan¬ 
tilly  Airport  reimbursement  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  was  the  second 
bill? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  Chantilly 
Airport  reimbursement  bill. 

Mi.  GROSS.  Would  the  gentleman 
say  that  is  “must”  legislation? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  No. 


Mr.  GROSS.  I  suggest  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  we -  / 

Mi*.  McCORMACK.  Is  the  gqmleman 
going  to  object? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  I  woul&  have  to 
object  if  that  is  what  we  /are  going  to 
come  in  early  for. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Air.  Speaker,  I 
withdraw  my  request/and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  when  the  House  ad¬ 
journs  today  it  ad>6urn  to  meet  at  11 
o’clock  tomorn 

The  SPEAKEHf.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  pi  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts 
There  waymo  objection. 

SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  call  up  House  Resolution  588  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
12311)  to  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That 
after  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to 
exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  bill  shall  be  considered  as  hav¬ 
ing  been  read  for  amendment.  No  amend¬ 
ments  shall  be  in  order  to  said  bill  except 
amendments  offered  by  direction  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  and  said  amend¬ 
ments  shall  be  in  order,  any  rule  of  the 
House  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Amendments  offered  by  direction  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  may  be  offered  to 
any  section  of  the  bill  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  general  debate,  but  said  amendments 
shall  not  be  subject  to  amendment.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit,  with  or 
without  instructions. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  yield  30  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Budge],  and  at 
this  time  I  yield  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  makes  in 
order  a  bill  from  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  for  treatment  of  the  expiring 
Sugar  Act.  The  resolution  you  will  find,' 
when  it  is  presented,  is  rather  simple,  but 
in  view  of  certain  conditions  it  was  con¬ 
sidered  advisable  that  this  bill  come  to 
the  floor  under  a  closed  rule.  That  is 
what  has  happened. 

The  resolution  provides  for  1  hour  of 
debate,  and  under  the  closed  rule,  as  is 
usual,  the  bill  will  be  subject  to  commit¬ 
tees  amendments  only.  Those,  in  turn, 
will  not  be  subject  to  amendment. 

It  will  carry  the  usual  right  to  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit  with  or  without  in¬ 
structions. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


a 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  commend  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  for  its  unani¬ 
mous  report  on  this  bill.  I  am  happy 
that  the  act  is  being  extended  at  this 
time,  and  .1  hope  that  the  other  body  can 
take  action  on  the  bill  prior  to  leaving 
Washington. 

By  a  peculiar  quirk  of  law  Mr.  Castro 
would  be  rewarded  with  an  additional 
quota  of  150,000  tons  of  sugar  consumed 
in  this  country  if  the  act  is  not  extended 
prior  to  the  time  we  get  away  from 
Washington. 

I  know  of  no  opposition  to  the  rule. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question. 

—  The  previous  question  was  ordered.-* 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mi* 
Mills)  .  The  question  is  on  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12311)  to  extend  for  X 
year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  “the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  12311,  with  Mr. 
An  fits  o  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr. Rivers!. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  on  Saturday  last  in  a  special 
order  which  I  had  at  that  time  I  ad¬ 
dressed  my  respects  to  the  government 
of  one  Castro  and  his  domination  and 
enslaving  of  Cuba  under  Communist 
rule. 

I  have  received  so  many  letters  on 
this  subject  I  have  been  unable  to  an¬ 
swer  them.  This  is  today’s  quantity. 

I  would  like  to  put  in  the  Record  one 
of  the  letters  which  I  received  from  a 
professor  at  the  University  of  Florida. 
In  my  special  order  the  other  day,  among 
other  things  I  said  that  we  should  im¬ 
pose  immediate  strong  sanctions  on 
Castro. 

This  sugar  bill  today  may  be  the  be¬ 
ginning — God  knows  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  hope  so — our  people  hope  for  action — 
not  protests — they  want  leadership — 
not  fellowship.  Let  us  begin  today — let 
us  rebuild  the  image  and  respect  for 
America. 

We  should  issue  a  proclamation  tell¬ 
ing  him  what  this  Nation  proposes  to  do 
if  he  keeps  on  blackmailing  and  villify- 
ing  our  President  and  our  people  and 
taking  property  without  due  process  of 
law.  We  should  reassert  the  Monroe 
Doctrine.  We  should  threaten  Castro 
with  blockade.  We  should,  if  necessary, 
and,  if  conditions  demand  it,  occupy 
Cuba.  My  colleagues,  there  seems  to 
be  no  other  course.  The  responses  I 
have  received  from  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  on  this  subject  have  been  enormous. 
In  the  colloquy  between  me  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio,  which  occurred  with 
my  speech,  I  mentioned  the  various 
things  that  were  happening  down  in  that 


island — the  press  associations  carried  the 
story.  Here  are  the  responses  I  received. 
Hundreds  of  letters  from  Americans  beg¬ 
ging  for  action. 

Now,  here  is  a  letter  dealing  with  a 
conversation  between  the  writer  and  a 
dentist  in  Honduras.  Here  is  what  the 
Honduran  says : 

You  people  as  a  whole  are  stupid.  I’ll 
give  you  two  reasons  why  I  say  this:  No. 
1,  you  tax  your  citizens  heavily  so  as 
to  have  money  for  your  so-called  foreign  aid 
when  we  both  know  much  of  it  is  wasted 
and  that  most  loans  are  really  gifts.  My  in¬ 
come  runs  between  $25,000  and  $50,000  per 
year.  The  maximum  rate  I  pay  is  10  per¬ 
cent  and  that  is  only  on  what  I  earn  over 
$25,000.  Why  should  we  tax  ourselves  heav¬ 
ily  when  all  we  have  to  do  is  to  have  our 
Ambassador  in  Washington  put  up  a  poor- 
mouth  story  and  you  people  fall  over  back¬ 
ward  to  hand  us  a  gift?  No.  2,  an 
even  more  important  reason  for  saying  you 
people  are  stupid  is  the  attitude  of  your 
State  Department  with  regard  to  your  na¬ 
tionals  and  U.S.  properties  in  our  countries. 
I  am  older  than  you  and  can  remember  when 
Mr.  Coolidge  was  your  President.  During 
his  time  we  made  sure  nothing  happened  to 
any  of  your  citizens  or  U.S.  properties  in  the 
event  of  troubles  in  our  countries.  We  knew 
Mr.  Coolidge  would  land  marines  and  pin 
our  ears  back  if  trouble  did  occur.  Then 
Mr.  Roosevelt  and  his  good  neighbor  policy 
came  along.  What  has  happened  to  your 
standing  in  our  countries  since  then?  You 
and  I  both  know  it  has  deteriorated.  Sup¬ 
pose  several  of  your  nationals  are  thrown  in 
jail  or  get  killed,  what  happens?  Your  State 
Department  protests.  Who  is  afraid  of  pro¬ 
tests?  It  is  bullets  we  are  afraid  of  when 
the  men  behind  them  have  the  guts  to  back 
them  up.  We  may  not  have  loved  you  in 
Mr.  Coolidge’s  day  but  at  least  we  respected 
you.  Today  we  neither  love  nor  respect  you. 

I  say  to  you,  this  is  one  time  when  you, 
my  colleagues,  can  write  news  to  Castro 
that  he  will  understand.  Let  us  take  this 
step  today.  Let  us  revise  our  sugar  quota 
and  take  the  next  step  tomorrow,  and 
probably  the  ultimate  step  will  be  to  oc¬ 
cupy  that  island  to  save  those  people. 
Let  us  take  that  step.  Our  stature  is 
dwindling.  Let  us  buijd  it  up  while  time 
remains. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BOW.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
feel  it  is  inconceivable  that  today  and 
yesterday  we  heard  of  American  prop¬ 
erty  being  confiscated  because  they 
would  not  refine  the  crude  oil  from  Com¬ 
munist  Russia? 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina. 
Think  of  such  a  thing.  Think  of  what  is 
happening — Castro’s  communism — both 
must  be  destroyed. 

Mr.  BOW.  And  we  are  not  doing  any¬ 
thing  about  it.  Our  State  Department 
as  of  this  date  has  not  yet  said  what 
they  are  going  to  do. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Of 
course  not. 

Mr.  BOW.  And  it  is  high  time  we  tell 
them. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Let 
us  take  a  little  of  the  Rivers’  venom  and 
stiffen  up  their  backbone.  •  That  may 
help.  They  need  to  know  what  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  this  Nation  think.  The  policy¬ 
makers  are  out  of  step  with  the  people 
of  America.  American  feeling  has  no¬ 


body  to  tell  Castro  how  we  feel.  God 
save  America. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  may  be  the  only 
opportunity  the  House  will  have  to  ex¬ 
press  itself  on  the  Cuban  sugar  situation, 
and  it  might  be  well  to  have  a  record 
rollcall. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  12311,  the  committee  sugar  bill. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  has 
worked  long  and  hard  to  work  out  a 
bill.  The  bill  before  the  House  today  is 
the  unanimous  result  of  that  effort. 

The  committee  bill  is  in  many  respects 
similar  to  my  substitute,  H.R.  12624, 
which  I  introduced  on  Jun’e  14.  Like  my 
substitute  this  bill  extends  the  act  for 
1  year,  grants  Presidential  authority,  and 
contains  several  similar  minor  provisions. 
The  chief  difference  between  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  and  my  substitute  is  on  the 
windfall  to  Cuba.  My  bill  would  have 
automatically  prevented  Cuba  from  re¬ 
ceiving  any  further  increases.  My  bill 
would  have  required  this  Cuban  wind¬ 
fall  to  go  to  domestic  growers.  The  com¬ 
mittee  bill  allows  that  windfall  go  to 
domestic  growers.  In  addition  my  bill 
would  have  authorized  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  pretty  much  in  his  own  dis¬ 
cretion  to  obtain  elsewhere  in  the  world 
the  necessary  amounts  of  sugar.  The 
committee  bills  delegates  this  power  to 
the  President  and  sets  forth  in  detail 
where  any  such  redistribution  is  to  go. 
My  bill  gave  the  President  authority  to 
act  only  when  the  86th  Congress  was 
not  in  session.  The  committee  bill  au¬ 
thorizes  the  President  to  act  whether 
Congress  is  in  session  or  not  up  to  De¬ 
cember  31,  1961. 

The  committee  bill  is  by  and  large  a 
compromise,  but  it  is  a  good  one.  The 
President  will  have  authority  to  deal 
with  Mr.  Castro  as  is  necessary  in  our 
national  interest.  At  the  same  time  Con¬ 
gress  retains  its  historic  control  over 
sugar  quota  allocations. 

The  most  important  aspect  of  this  leg¬ 
islation  now  is  the  time  element  in¬ 
volved.  Mr.  Chairman,  time  is  of  the 
essence.  Congress  must  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  authority  to  deal  with  Mr.  Cas¬ 
tro  before  either  recessing  or  adjourning 
for  two  vital  reasons. 

The  first  is  that  unless  Congress  gives 
the  President  the  authority  to  cut  Cuban 
quota  soon,  any  such  authority  will  be 
meaningless.  Cuba  has  a  1960  quota  of 
approximately  3,120,000  tons  under  the 
act.  So  for  this  year  she  has  sent  us 
2,245,000  tons.  That  leaves  875,000  tons 
which  can  still  be  brought  into  the 
United  States  from  Cuba.  Unless  we  act 
rapidly,  Castro  will  have  shipped  his  en¬ 
tire  quota  to  us  before  the  President  can 
act.  We  have  received  a  report  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  that  in  the 
48  hours  following  the  action  of  our 
committee  on  Monday  of  this  week,  Cu¬ 
ban  authorities  have  chartered  ship 
space  for  75,000  tons  of  sugar  to  be  sent 
to  the  United  States.  This  clearly  shows 
that  Castro  is  acting  as  quickly  as  he  can 
to  get  his  sugar  up  here.  Needless  to 
say,  these  shipments  will  tend  to  depress 
east  coast  sugar  prices  simply  because  a 
year’s  supply  of  Cuban  sugar  will  be 
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dumped  into  the  United  States  during 
an  8-month  period. 

Tire  second  reason  that  time  is  of  the 
essence  is  that  to  keep  the  smooth  and 
effective  administration  of  the  act,  the 
Department  must  soon  allocate  the 
Puerto  Rican  and  Hawaiian  deficits. 
Under  present  law,  156,000  tons  would  go 
to  Cuba  as  a  windfall  and  the  balance  of 
some  263,000  tons  would  go  to  U.S.  beet- 
growers  and  some  81,000  tons  would  go 
to  mainland  cane  producers.  The  De¬ 
partment  faces  a  legal  dilemma  under 
present  law.  It  cannot  allocate  the  defi¬ 
cits  to  U.S.  farmers  without  giving  Cas¬ 
tro  156,000  tons  and  it  cannot  postpone 
indefinitely  the  allocation  of  this  defi¬ 
cit  wtihout  disrupting  domestic  market¬ 
ing  patterns.  This  bill  must  be  passed  if 
the  serious  situation  facing  our  country 
is  to  be  met. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  legis¬ 
lation  is  necessary  in  order  to  safeguard 
consumers  in  the  United  States  from 
possible  interruptions  in  the  supply  and 
fluctuations  in  the  price  of  sugar.  It 
would  be  extremely  irresponsible  to  let 
the  act  expire.  If  the  act  were  allowed 
to  expire  on  December  31  of  this  year, 
Castro  would  not  only  receive  this  year’s 
windfall  but  he  would  line  up  his  ships 
and  dump  sugar  into  the  United  States 
from  January  1,  1961,  until  the  time 
Congress  comes  back  and  acts  on  the 
bill.  In  the  meantime,  our  domestic 
growers  would  be  bankrupt. 

The  committee  bill  is  a  sound  bill  and 
should  be  enacted. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  IIOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  has  said  in  his  explanation 
of  the  bill  that  time  is  of  the  essence. 
But  we  have  waited  until  a  very  late 
hour  to  receive  a  bill  from  the  committee. 
Now  Castro  is  in  a  position  to  choke  us 
with  tens  of  thousands  of  tons  of  sugar. 

Mr.  KOEVEN.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  this  bill  has  been  before 
the  committee  some  time.  This  is  a 
compromise  which  has  been  worked  out 
after  giving  due  attention  to  many  pro¬ 
posals. 

Mr.  BECKER.  All  I  had  in  mind  was 
the  President  asked  for  this  months  ago. 
Here  it  is  on  the  very  last  day  of  June 
when  we  get  a  bill  and  the  gentleman 
tells  us  here  tonight  that  they  have 
already  arranged  to  ship  something 
more  than  75,000  tons  of  their  backlog 
and  that  we  will  have  to  take  it  if  they 
ship  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  use  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Sikes]. 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
congratulate  the  able  chairman  and 
members  of  the  Agriculture  Committee 
for  their  action  on  the  sugar  bill.  The 
considerations  involved  are  obviously 
most  complex.  Not  only  do  the  issues 
involve  the  foreign  policy  of  the  United 


States  but  at  the  same  time  involve  a 
compromise  of  many  of  the  legitimate 
interests  concerned  with  sugar.  I  favor 
the  provisions  in  the  bill  conferring  au¬ 
thority  upon  the  President  to  determine 
the  Cuban  quota  during  this  year  and 
next.  When  permanent  legislation  is 
enacted  it  should  resolve  important  ques¬ 
tions  which  necessarily  could  not  be 
concluded  in  the  time  available  to  get 
this  bill  before  the  House.  I  think  we 
must  face  up  to  the  problem  raised  by 
Castro  in  Cuba.  The  present  situation  is 
intolerable.  In  the  next  bill  I  feel 
strongly  that  opportunity  should  be 
taken  to  improve  the  relations  between 
the  United  States  and  some  of  its  good 
friends  in  Latin  America  who  are  not 
now  given  a  sugar  quota.  I  think  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  also  should  be  ex¬ 
panded. 

Let  me  point  to  the  fact  that  five  good 
Latin  American  friends  of  the  United 
States  who  are  not  presently  included 
in  the  U.S.  sugar  program  have 
requested  that  they  now  be  included  for 
a  quota.  These  countries  are  Brazil, 
Colombia,  Ecuador,  El  Salvador  and 
Guatemala.  While  I  am  sympathetic  to 
the  needs  of  the  countries  presently 
coming  under  the  quota  system,  I  am 
convinced  that  it  is  important  and  equi¬ 
table  to  consider  the  needs  of  these  five 
countries  whose  interests  are  likewise 
legitimate  and  likewise  essential  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  United  States  and 
to  the  Western  Hemisphere.  Possibly 
there  are  others. 

The  great  State  of  Florida  can  tremen¬ 
dously  expand  its  sugar  production  and 
so  can  other  States.  This  can  be  very 
important  to  our  domestic  economy  and 
should  be  permitted. 

Surely,  the  interests  of  our  own  States 
and  of  the  major  Latin  American  friends 
of  the  United  States  are  too  important 
not  to  be  considered.  In  this  bill  this 
is  not  done.  None  of  the  good  friends 
of  the  United  States  are  mentioned  by 
name.  I  think  it  would  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
entire  Western  Hemisphere  if  our  own 
States  and  some  of  our  good  friends  were 
designated  for  a  specific  quota  under  any 
sugar  legislation  which  is  to  be  enacted 
in  this  Congress.  However  I  recognize 
the  problem  of  time  which  now  governs 
our  actions. 

It  is  essential  that  we  demonstrate  no 
favoritism  among  our  friends  by  consid¬ 
ering  the  legitimate  needs  of  some  and 
excluding  the  legitimate  needs  of  others. 
It  may  not  be  possible  to  fulfill  the  total 
requests  of  the  new  countries  in  the 
complicated  fabric  of  sugar  compromise, 
but  at  least  as  a  minimum  their  needs 
should  be  met  in  part.  In  this  way  they 
can  be  assured  that  they  are  not  the 
forgotten  friends  and  allies  of  the  United 
States. 

I  favor  this  legislation  but  I  urgently 
hope  that  the  changes  I  have  suggested 
will  be  incorporated  by  the  other  body  or 
in  later  legislation.  It  is  essential  that 
legislation  on  this  subject  be  enacted 
and  that  the  present  intolerable  situa¬ 
tion  be  corrected  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  use  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Rogers]. 


June  SO 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  legislation. 
I  think  it  is  past  time  for  us  to  do  some¬ 
thing  on  the  Cuban  situation. 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  bill  is  one  of  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  pieces  of  legislation  to  be  considered 
by  the  86th  Congress. 

Not  only  is  it  important  to  our  domes¬ 
tic  sugar  industry  but  the  rapidly  de¬ 
teriorating  state  of  our  relations  with 
the  Communist-studded  Castro  govern¬ 
ment  has  resulted  in  sugar  becoming  a 
political  pawn  in  the  hemispheric  wait¬ 
ing  game  we  have  been  playing.  When 
sugar  is  mentioned,  we  no  longer  think 
in  terms  of  a  common  household  com¬ 
modity  but  rather  our  thoughts  turn  to 
Cuba,  Castro  and  communism. 

Cuba  is  the  world’s  largest  producer 
of  sugar  and  the  United  States  is  the 
largest  consumer.  For  many  years  now, 
Cuba  has  occupied  a  preferred  position  in 
the  American' sugar  importation  struc¬ 
ture.  This  has  resulted  from  a  sincere 
desire  on  our  part  to  secure  the  bonds 
of  friendship  between  our  two  countries 
by  aiding  in  stabilizing  Cuba’s  one-crop 
economy.  With  each  succeeding  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  Sugar  Act,  the  Cuban  sugar 
industry  has  fared  very  well,  more  so,  on 
occasion,  than  our  domestic  sugar 
industry. 

Now  that  the  time  has  come  to  again 
consider  extension  of  the  act,  we  find 
that  the  political  complexion  of  Cuba 
has  experienced  violent  change.  The 
friendly  attitude  which  has  prevailed 
down  through  the  years  has  been  sup¬ 
planted  by  one  featuring  the  Communist 
“big  lie”  technique.  Castro  and  his 
henchmen  have  accused  us  of  everything 
from  “economic  imperialism”  to  actually 
plotting  an  armed  invasion  of  Cuba,  evi¬ 
dently  hoping  to  focus  the  attention  of 
the  world  away  from  their  apparent  ob¬ 
jective  of  communizing  Latin  America. 

The  seizures  of  American  investments 
in  Cuba — the  indignities  and  insults 
heaped  on  the  United  States  by  spokes¬ 
men  of  the  revolutionary  government  of 
Cuba  are  public  knowledge  and  need  not 
be  recounted  here.  Suffice  it  to  say  that 
our  attempts  to  cope  with  the  rapidly 
developing  crises  in  Cuba  through  a  pol¬ 
icy  based  on  patience  and  forbearance 
have  resulted  in  sad  failure. 

It  is  in  this  atmosphere  of  tension,  dis¬ 
cord  and  hostility  that  we  are  consider¬ 
ing  this  legislation  today.  Castro  warns 
that  any  cut  in  the  Cuban  sugar  quota 
will  result  in  wholesale  confiscation  of 
American-owned  business  and  property 
in  Cuba.  To  this  threat  we  might  logi¬ 
cally  answer  that  almost  $500  million  in 
American  investments  have  already  been 
confiscated  with  no  hint  of  repayment. 
It  would  seem,  then,  to  be  only  a  matter 
of  time  before  all  American  properties 
in  Cuba  will  be  seized,  sugar  quota  or  not. 

This  bill,  described  by  Castro  as  “im¬ 
moral,  stupid  and  criminal,”  would  pro¬ 
vide  an  effective  answer  to  Castro’s  in¬ 
solent  challenge.  We  have  seen  by  now, 
I  am  sure,  that  things  are  not  going  to 
get  any  better.  We  have  been  patient 
and  forbearing  far  beyond  what  might 
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be  expected  of  reasonable  men.  In  truth, 
we  have  backed  up  just  about  as  far  as 
we  can  go.  We  do  not  have  any  more 
cheeks  to  turn,  consequently  we  have  no 
alternative  left  but  to  take  a  positive 
stand. 

Since  sugar  has  become  such  an  im¬ 
portant  instrument  of  our  foreign  policy, 
control  over  its  importation  is  properly 
within  the  province  of  the  executive 
branch.  Should  the  President  determine 
that  a  sugar  quota  can  be  allotted  to 
Cuba  without  endangering  our  national 
interest,  this  legislation  gives  him  that 
prerogative.  Should  the  President  set 
the  Cuban  quota  at  less  than  is  provided 
for  in  the  present  law,  this  reduction 
under  the  bill  would  be  apportioned  to 
domestic  areas,  the  five  nations  with 
quotas  of  less  than  10,000  tons,  the  Phil¬ 
ippines,  to  full-duty  nations  which  have 
quotas  under  the  Sugar  Act  and  to  for¬ 
eign  nations  without  regard  to  allocation, 
in  that  order. 

Under  present  law,  any  nation  against 
whom  a  deficit  has  been  declared,  may 
ship  into  the  United  States  its  full  quota 
notwithstanding  the  declared  deficit. 
This  bill  would  permit  the  Secretary  to 
reduce  the  quota  of  any  nation  or  area 
unwilling  or  unable  to  supply  its  quota 
by  the  amount  of  the  declared  deficit. 

Other  than  these  changes  and  one  or 
two  technical  amendments,  this  bill 
would  simply  extend  the  present  Sugar 
Act  to  December  31,  1931. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  obvious  reasons,  it 
is  difficult  to  tell  at  this  time  what  effect 
this  bill  will  have  on  our  domestic  beet 
and  cane  sugar  industry.  A  simple  1- 
year  extension  of  the  present  act  under 
the  conditions  imposed  by  this  bill,  while 
it  may  not  lend  certainty  nor  permit 
long-range  planning,  is  nevertheless 
necessary  at  this  time. 

I  would  like  to  have  seen  a  provision 
added  which  would  allow  for  the  ex¬ 
pansion  of  our  domestic  sugar  industry 
by  providing  quotas  for  new  domestic 
areas  much  the  same  as  provided  in  the 
sugar  bill  proposed  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Florida.  Some  provision  is  made 
for  new  producers  under  this  bill  but,  in 
my  opinion  it  is  not  sufficient  to  establish 
a  foundation  on  which  to  base  a  success¬ 
ful  operation. 

I  would  like  to  have  seen  a  provision 
added  to  this  bill  to  grant  to  domestic 
producers  a  fixed  amount  of  the  tradi¬ 
tional  Puerto  Rican  deficit.  Under  pres¬ 
ent  law,  domestic  areas  share  in  this 
deficit  in  an  amount  dependent  on  the 
size  of  the  deficit.  I  feel  that  it  is  not 
unreasonable  for  the  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  to  request  a  fixed  amount  of  this 
deficit  in  view  of  the  certainty  and  sta¬ 
bility  such  provision  would  lend  to  its 
operations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the  com- 
mittte  will  give  every  consideration  to 
expanding  and  enlarging  our  domestic 
sugar  industry  when  it  considers  the 
sugar  bill  next  year.  I  hope  that  the 
conditions  and  tensions  which  exist  now 
and  which  have  given  rise  to  this  legis¬ 
lation  in  its  present  form  will  have  eased 
somewhat  by  that  time.  We  have  seen 
what  can  happen  when  we  permit  any 
one  nation  a  virtual  monopoly  on  U.S. 
imports  of  a  commodity  and  I  feel  sure 


that  the  committee  will  give  careful  con¬ 
sideration  to  this  fact  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  sincerely  believe  that 
enactment  of  this  legislation  is  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest.  In  my  opinion,  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  dictates  that  the  Cuban 
quota  should  be  cut  and  I  hope  that  the 
President  will  exercise  the  authority 
which  he  requested  and  which  is  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  bill.  If  we  are  leaders  of 
the  free  world,  we  cannot  sit  idly  by 
exercising  patience  and  forbearance  in 
the  face  of  threats  made  by  a  Communist 
puppet.  Castro  has  delivered  the  chal¬ 
lenge — I  say,  let  us  call  his  bluff. 

Let  us  be  prompt  to  take  whatever 
positive  steps  as  are  necessary  whether 
they  be  economic  sanctions  or  actions 
through  the  Organization  of  American 
States  such  as  I  have  proposed  by  reso¬ 
lution.  Let  us  be  quick  to  meet  Castro’s 
challenge  as  leaders  should. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  FascellL 

(Mr.  FASCELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  FASCELL  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Haley], 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  legislation.  I  think  it  is 
long  overdue.  I  think  this  is  a  step  we 
should  have  taken  months  ago. 

(Mr.  HALEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  few 
years  ago,  foreign  policy  was  of  little 
concern  to  the  average  American.  It 
was  left  to  a  few  specialists.  But  two 
World  Wars,  Korea,  a  continuing  cold 
war,  and  our  multibillion  dollar  pro¬ 
grams  to  rebuild  the  world  have  changed 
that. 

I  think  foreign  policy  now  has  become 
too  important  to  be  left  in  the  hands  of 
the  experts.  The  American  citizen  who 
votes  for  his  officials  needs  to  know  about 
foreign  policy,  as  he  does  about  domestic 
issues,  and  every  official  must  speak  out 
on  both. 

I  am  concerned  today  by  matters  of 
foreign  policy  which  may  seem  small 
potatoes  to  an  administration  wrapped 
up  in  global  and  superterrestrial  policies 
of  the  nuclear  space  age,  but  which,  it 
seems  to  me,  are  of  utmost  immediate 
importance. 

It  would  be  false  to  say  that  I  am  not 
concerned  by  long-range  problems  of  for¬ 
eign  and  space  policy.  But  I  do  not 
think  that  in  concern  for  the  distant  fu¬ 
ture,  we  can  afford  to  forget  the  imme¬ 
diate  future.  It  is  for  that  reason  that 
I  am  alarmed  about  our  policies  with  re¬ 
gard  to  Cuba. 

My  mail  indicates  that  the  people  of 
my  district  are  rightfully  concerned 
about  this  proposal,  which  has  been  ad¬ 
vanced  in  legislation  introduced  in  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate. 

I  also  am  concerned  about  it.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  Congress  should 
take  this  step. 


As  to  Cuba:  I  do  not  like  to  disagree 
with  able  colleagues  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  but  I  emphatically  be¬ 
lieve  we  must  act  now  to  show  Castro 
we  will  not  be  imposed  upon.  We  must 
use  hard  economic  sanctions — and  in 
the  sugar  field  they  are  powerful — to 
show  we  will  not  be  clobbered  by  a  tiny 
nation  made  free  by  us,  its  freedom 
guaranteed  by  us  in  the  Monroe  Doc¬ 
trine. 

Our  kid-glove  approach  to  Castro’s 
seizure  of  American  property  has  cost 
us  prestige  all  over  the  world,  but  par¬ 
ticularly  in  Latin  America.  I  think  we 
must  make  the  Monroe  Doctrine  apply 
to  today’s  technique  of  cold  war  enemy 
infiltration,  as  much  as  it  originally  did 
to  armed  enemy  invasion  of  our  neigh¬ 
bors,  and  that  we  must  stop  the  enemy 
in  Cuba,  not  by  bullets,  but  by  hitting 
Castro  where  it  hurts — in  the  pocket- 
book. 

If  we  fail,  we  are  in  danger.  Already, 
the  Republic  of  Panama  is  showing  its 
muscles  against  us.  A  few  days  ago,  the 
House  acted  to  keep  the  Panamanian 
flag  from  flying  from  our  flagpoles  in 
the  Canal  Zone.  The  Republic  was  in¬ 
dignant  at  this  mistreatment. 

There  was  no  mistreatment,  of  course. 
The  move  to  fly  the  Panamanian  flag  in 
our  Canal  Zone  is  nothing  more  than 
the  first  step  in  an  effort  to  nationalize 
the  canal  and  create  another  Suez  crisis, 
and  perhaps  another  Nasser.  I  pray 
that  the  Senate  will  stand  film  beside 
the  House  in  this  issue,  despite  diplo¬ 
matic  and  other  pressures  from  within 
and  without. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  that  the 
Congress  has  finally  decided  to  do 
something  effective,  or  at  least  lay  the 
groundwork  for  effective  action,  about 
Fidel  Castro’s  Cuba.  I  said  a  few  weeks 
ago  that  I  thought  the  time  had  come 
to  deal  with  Castro  by  hitting  him 
where  it  hurts :  In  the  pocketbook.  The 
President’s  proposal  that  he  control 
sugar  quotas  would  open  the  door  to 
doing  that. 

I  am  frank  to  say  that  I  do  not  think 
the  White  House  request  for  discretion¬ 
ary  control  over  sugar  quotas  goes  quite 
far  enough  in  letting  Castro  know  that 
this  country  means  business.  But  even 
the  moderate  plan  suggested  has  run 
into  some  opposition,  and  it  is  unlikely 
that  any  more  than  the  President  asked 
could  be  approved. 

For  myself,  I  would  like  some  assur¬ 
ances  that  the  President  would,  if 
granted  discretionary  authority  over 
quotas,  use  that  authority  to  make 
drastic  reductions  in  the  Cuban  sugar 
quota  whenever  U.S.  investments  in 
Cuba  are  seized.  If  that  course  should 
be  followed,  then  we  really  would  be 
hitting  Castro  where  it  hurts. 

In  my  own  personal  opinion,  we  would 
be  doing  more  than  that.  We  would  be 
stopping  Castro  cold  in  his  tracks,  I  be¬ 
lieve. 

I  think  this  little  Cuban  dictator  must 
be  stopped  with  certainty,  and  the 
sooner  the  better.  U.S.  citizens,  I  am 
told,  have  $3  billion  invested  in  Cuba, 
and  many  of  these  investors,  inciden¬ 
tally,  are  Floridians.  I  certainly  would 
not  have  this  country  take  any  rash  and 
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abrupt  action,  but  the  time  comes  when 
a  nation  must  have  the  courage  to  pro¬ 
tect  its  own  people  and  its  own  equity. 

If  the  time  has  not  yet  come  when 
this  country  must  display  that  courage, 
the  day  when  it  must  do  so  certainly 
is  fast  approaching.  Approval  of  the 
President’s  request  for  discretionary  au¬ 
thority  would,  it  seems  to  me,  put  our 
Government  in  a  position  to  protect  our 
people  and  our  equities. 

Some  will  object  that  such  a  program 
might  endanger  this  country’s  sugar 
supply — that  the  United  States  cannot 
deal  harshly  with  Castro,  even  to  pro¬ 
tect  its  own  interests,  because  we  must 
have  assurance  of  Cuban  sugar  in  event 
of  war.  I  think  this  argument  is,  in  the 
main,  nonsense.  In  the  first  place,  I 
do  not  think  Castro  would  even  think  of 
losing  the  U.S.  sugar  market — tough  ac¬ 
tion  would  call  his  bluff.  But  in  the 
second  place,  there  is  no  reason  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  could  not  set  up  a  training  cor¬ 
poration  to  buy  sugar  on  the  world 
market,  at  less  than  we  now  pay  for 
Cuban  sugar. 

I  am  told  by  some  experts  on  this  mat¬ 
ter  that  such  a  corporation  not  only 
could  acquire  all  the  sugar  we  need,  even 
in  emergency,  but  could  make  a  profit  of 
$125  million  a  year.  This  profit,  inciden¬ 
tally,  could  be  used  to  reimburse  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  who  lose  properties  in  Cuba. 
1  think  such  a  plan  is  deserving  of  con¬ 
sideration. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  use  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Gallagher]. 

(Mr.  GALLAGHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  March  14,  1960,  I 
introduced  a  bill,  H.R.  11138,  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  and  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  President  to  reduce  the  sugar 
quota  to  Cuba  where  necesasry  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  national  interest.  Two  days 
later  the  administration  requested  a 
similar  measure. 

As  I  stated  then  and  feel  more  strongly 
now  that  the  plan  proposed  in  my  bill 
was  the  product  of  my  concern  with  the 
folly  of  automatically  renewing  the  pres¬ 
ent  Sugar  Act  in  view  of  Castro’s  charges 
that  this  act  was  enslaving  the  Cuban 
people.  I  was  also  concerned  that  in 
eliminating  Cuba  from  the  Sugar  Act 
we  may  be  creating  additional  hardships 
for  the  Cuban  people,  which  is  not  the 
desire  of  anyone  in  the  United  States. 

I  feel  that  the  flexibility  of  permitting 
the  President  to  adjust  or  eliminate  the 
Cuban  sugar  quota  at  any  time  during 
the  life  of  the  bill  if  he  deemed  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  protect  the  national  interest  is 
a  vital  necessity.  We  must  adopt  a 
realistic  attitude  in  view  of  the  new  chal¬ 
lenges  presented  to  us  by  the  irrespon¬ 
sible  conduct  and  policies  of  Castro. 

Cuba,  because  of  its  natural  advan¬ 
tages  as  a  sugar  producer,  has  a  large 
excess  capacity  and  must  therefore  regu¬ 
late  its  own  production.  In  addition  to 
providing  an  assured  market  for  over 
half  of  its  annual  production,  the  U.S. 
quota  for  Cuban  sugar  also  allows  Cuba 
to  benefit  from  the  highest  U.S.  price  on 


the  commodity.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  a 
disproportionate  share  of  the  U.S.  quota 
is  in  the  hands  of  Cuba,  and  has  enabled 
her  to  use  the  premium  paid  by  U.S. 
consumers  to  subsidize  sales  to  the  So¬ 
viet  Union  and  other  Iron  Curtain  coun¬ 
tries  at  prices  beneath  the  world  market 
price. 

I  believe  that  we  have  demonstrated 
great  patience  toward  the  outrageous  ac¬ 
cusations  made  by  Castro  against  the 
United  States.  We  have  acted  with 
dignity  and  maturity  in  this  very  difficult 
situation.  I  believe,  however,  that  we 
must  show  our  friends  and  those  not  so 
friendly  that  we  can  act  with  dignity, 
and  patience,  but  at  the  same  time  with 
firmness. 

I  do  not  feel  that  merely  because  we 
are  strong  and  powerful  we  must  con¬ 
stantly  assume  a  bovine  posture  when 
some  irresponsible  leader  of  a  small  na¬ 
tion  challenges  our  national  integrity. 
Because  we  are  a  great  freedom  loving 
nation  we  have  greater  responsibilties 
and  obligations  in  the  exercise  of  under¬ 
standing  toward  the  less  fortunate. 

This,  however,  should  not  be  allowed  to 
become  the  basic  premise  of  every  hostile 
planner  seeking  to  undermine  the  pres¬ 
tige  or  power  of  the  United  States  for 
they  interpret  this  as  a  hole  in  our 
armor  rather  than  a  virtue  in  our  na¬ 
tional  character.  We  should  not  allow 
our  enmity  to  become  a  greater  advan¬ 
tage  than  our  friendship.  The  opinion  of 
our  enemies  whether  voiced  directly  or 
indirectly  should  never  outweigh  our  own 
good  sense  of  doing  what  we  think  is 
right.  Dependent  on  our  sense  of  right 
is  the  real  hope  for  freedom  everywhere. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  use  to 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
McSween], 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  legislation. 

(Mr.  McSWEEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McSWEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  12311.  We  in  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  have  worked  on  this 
legislation  for  several  months.  When 
the  committee  first  reported  a  bill  sev¬ 
eral  weeks  ago  I  supported  the  proposal 
to  give  the  President  certain  authority 
to  protect  the  best  interests  of  this  Na¬ 
tion.  I  am  happy  that  the  bill  now 
before  us  contains  this  Presidential  au¬ 
thority,  as  reported  this  week  by  the 
Committee. 

Under  the  circumstances  and  consid¬ 
ering  the  demagogic  and  insulting  and 
defiant  conduct  of  Fidel  Castro,  this  is 
a  proper  bill  to  pass.  The  1-year 
extension  is  not  wholly  satisfactory. 
Producers  are  thereby  handicapped,  be¬ 
cause  you  cannot  plan  sugar  production 
ahead  on  the  basis  of  a  1-year  law. 
However,  perhaps  the  air  will  be  cleared 
by  next  year,  when  it  is  hoped  that  a 
new  sugar  act  with  the  traditional 
4-year  term  can  be  enacted. 

Today,  this  is  the  best  solution  to  this 
most  difficult  problem.  I  urge  its  pas¬ 
sage. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maine  [Mr.  Coffin]. 


(Mr.  COFFIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

[Mr.  COFFIN  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  O’Hara], 

(Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

[Mr  O’HARA  of  Illinois  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Delaware  [Mr.  McDowell]. 

(Mr.  McDOWELL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
U.S.  Government  has  begun  facing  up  to 
the  failure  of  its  policy  of  patience  and 
forbearance  where  the  Government  of 
Cuba  is  concerned.  The  State  Depart¬ 
ment  has  submitted  a  memorandum  to 
the  Inter-American  Peace  Committee, 
an  organ  of  the  Organization  of  Amer¬ 
ican  States,  accusing  the  Government  of 
Cuba  of  a  systematic  campaign  of  slan¬ 
der  and  hostile  propaganda  against  the 
Government  of  the  United  States. 

Prime  Minister  Fidel  Castro  seized  one 
of  the  two  American-owned  oil  refiner¬ 
ies  in  Cuba  after  telling  a  mass  meet¬ 
ing  that  he  was  ready  to  take  over  the 
property  of  all  Americans  in  Cuba. 

The  seizure  order  against  the  Texaco 
Oil  Co.’s  plant  in  Cuba  followed  its  re¬ 
fusal  to  handle  crude  oil  imported  by 
the  Government  of  Cuba  from  the 
U.S.S.R.  in  exchange  for  sugar. 

The  Cuban  Prime  Minister  accused 
Texaco,  in  a  formal  resolution,  of  vio¬ 
lating  a  1938  law  that  directs  all  re¬ 
fineries  in  Cuba  to  refine  state-owned 
oil  at  the  orders  of  the  government. 

The  Associated  Press,  in  a  report  from 
Havana  dated  June  29,  said: 

Hoarse  with  anger,  Castro  told  his  follow¬ 
ers  the  United  States  was  decadent  and 
called  the  new  Sugar  Act,  being  deliberated 
by  Congress,  immoral,  stupid,  and  crim¬ 
inal. 

In  his  anti-American  attack  last  night, 
Castro  warned  that  for  every  pound  cut  by 
the  United  States  from  Cuba’s  sugar  quotas, 
his  government  will  take  one  of  the  36 
American-owned  sugar  mills  here.  The 
American  mills,  which  produce  a  third  of 
Cuba’s  sugar,  are  valued  at  from  $100  million 
to  $200  million. 

American  citizens  are  no  longer  se¬ 
cure  in  their  persons  in  Cuba,  just  as 
American  property  is  no  longer  safe  from 
seizure. 

One  of  the  most  recent  instances  was 
the  case  of  two  American  women  whose 
husbands  were  attached  to  the  American 
Embassy  in  Havana. 

According  to  the  United  Press  Inter- 
ational  report  of  June  28  their  diplo¬ 
matic  status  made  little  difference  to  the 
agents  who  brandished  rifles  and  tommy- 
guns  in  attempting  to  arrest  them. 

The  UPI  report  said: 

The  men  from  Premier  Fidel  Castro's  in¬ 
telligence  (DIER)  organization  tried  to  ar¬ 
rest  them  for  snapping  souvenir  photographs 
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of  a  clock  tower  and  of  a  heavily  carved 
wooden  door  in  the  suburban  Miramar  sec¬ 
tion  of  Hama. 

Certainly  the  increasing  aggressions  in 
Cuba  have  not  been  provoked  by  the 
U.S.  Government,  or  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States. 

Our  relations  with  Cuba  have  been  of 
the  friendliest  kind  through  many  dec¬ 
ades. 

But  one  thing  is  clear,  it  seems  to  me. 
The  Cuban  economy  is  based  on  sugar. 
Without  the  continuing  purchase  of  the 
3  million  tons  which  is  taken  up  by  the 
American  market,  the  Cuban  economy 
will  founder. 

It  is  high  time  that  the  bluff  of  the 
Cuban  Prime  Minister  and  his  colleagues 
was  called. 

The  Soviet  Union  now  takes  a  million 
tons  of  Cuban  sugar. 

The  United  States  would  be  better  off 
if  we  cut  down  cn  our  sugar  consump¬ 
tion,  and  it  is  high  time — in  any  event— 
to  cut  down  on  our  consumption  of  Cuban 
sugar. 

Let  the  Cuban  Government  find  an¬ 
other  customer  or  an  entire  group  of 
customers  who  can  buy  sugar  in  the  vast 
amounts  which  the  United  States  con¬ 
sumes. 

The  Cuban  Prime  Minister  is  addicted 
to  long  speeches. 

Let  us  give  him  a  short  answer,  one 
that  both  he  and  his  colleagues  can 
understand,  an  answer  that  is  direct  and 
to  the  point. 

I  have  today  introduced  a  House 
Resolution  which  is  in  sum  the  only 
kind  of  an  answer  that  the  inflated 
leaders  of  Cuba  today  can  understand. 

My  House  Resolution  states  that  it  is 
the  sense  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States,  as  the  directly 
elected  representatives  of  all  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  that  serious  consider¬ 
ation  should  be  given  by  the  President 
and  his  advisers  to  the  withdrawal  of 
diplomatic  recognition  of  the  present 
Government  of  the  Republic  of  Cuba. 

Perhaps  the  new  found  friends  of 
Cuba  in  the  Soviet  Union  can  buy  the 
Cuban  sugar  which  the  United  States 
has  purchased  for  so  long. 

But,  my  belief  is  that  they  will  not 
find  Cuban  sugar  sufficiently  important 
to  them  or  to  their  economy  to  take  the 
place  of  the  United  States  as  the  largest 
consumer  of  Cuban  sugar  in  the  world. 

If  Cuba’s  splendid  people  understand 
that  they  must  sell  their  sugar  or  their 
economy  will  be  destroyed  they  will 
themselves  find  the  way  to  deal  with  the 
present  misleaders  and  fomenters  of 
hatred  who  have  seized  the  Government 
of  this  proud  young  Republic  by  force 
of  arms  and  revolution. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Pucinski], 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  heard  a  lot  of  statements  here 
about  Cuba  and  Castro  and  a  lot  about 
the  extension  of  the  act,  but  will  the 
gentleman  be  good  enough  to  tell  me 
what  this  bill  does? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  going  to  do  that 
in  just  a  minute. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  thought  we  were 
getting  ready  to  vote  on  this. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall]. 

(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
congratulate  the  committee  on  having 
brought  what  I  consider  to  be  a  very 
satisfactory  bill  under  the  circumstances 
before  the  House.  I  am  glad  to  support 
it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
desiring  to  do  so  may  be  permitted  to 
extend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  on  the  bill  now  under  con¬ 
sideration. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
in  support  of  this  bill.  It  is  a  compro¬ 
mise,  and  long  overdue,  in  that  for  too 
long  a  time  have  we  been  giving  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance  to  Cuba  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  present  Sugar  Act.  The 
authority  this  bill  gives  to  the  President 
is  very  much  needed  due  to  the  present 
situation  in  Cuba. 

I  believe  that  early  consideration  to 
this  act  in  the  next  Congress,  and  care¬ 
ful  thought  must  be  given  to  the  im¬ 
portance  of  cur  east  coast  refining  in¬ 
dustry  as  the  legislation  is  revised. 
Careful  attention  must  be  given  to  the 
domestic  sugar  industry.  There  must 
be  an  appropriate  balance  between  the 
east  and  west  parts  of  the  country  as  to 
price  and  supply. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  has  a 
very  heavy  responsibility  as  it  considers 
sugar  legislation  in  the  next  Congress. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  Members  of  the  Committee,  the 
present  bill  has  been  given  deep  and 
searching  thought  by  the  great  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture.  Unfortunately,  they 
have  come  up  with  a  piece  of  legislation 
which  once  more  does  something  that 
we  in  the  Congress,  of  late,  are  far  too 
prone  to  resort  to,  namely,  we  are  passing 
the  whole  problem  on  to  the  Executive, 
without  very  many  guidelines  of  any 
kind,  and  merely  shifting  responsibility 
that  we  should  assume  ourselves  to  the 
shoulders  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

I  have  introduced,  and  would  like  to 
present  as  an  amendment,  H.R.  9376. 
This  bill  would  merely  prohibit  the 
United  States  from  paying  a  bonus  to 
Cuba  for  its  sugar. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  there  are  in¬ 
terests  in  this  country,  namely  sugar 
producers,  who  themselves  favor  this 
agreement  because  it  boosts  the  price  of 
their  own  commodity  by  paying  a  bonus 
to  Cuba  for  their  sugar.  I  do  not  feel 
that  under  the  present  conditions  this 
should  be  considered  a  valid  reason  to 
subsidize  the  enemies  of  our  country. 

I  have  received  a  bulletin  sent  out 
through  the  Cuban  Embassy,  which  is 
highly  critical,  not  to  say  inimical,  to  the 
United  States  and  all  its  policies.  Here 
is  a  quotation  from  the  bulletin: 

Cuba  has  already  sold  65  percent  of  Its 
world  market  sugar  quota  of  which  1,340,000 
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tons  were  sold  before  February  5.  Reports 
from  the  Sugar  Stabilization  Institute  show 
that  75  percent  of  the  quota  for  sale  or  re¬ 
lease,  amounting  to  995,143  tons,  has  also 
been  sold.  After  the  announcements  that 
the  U.S.S.R.  has  bought  575,000  tons,  the 
United  Arab  Republics  76,000,  and  Poland 
and  Socialist  China  50,000  tons,  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Commerce,  Dr.  Cepero  Bonilla,  stated 
that  “this  year  the  sugar  warehouses  will  be 
cleaned  up.” 

Therefore,  the  Republic  of  Cuba  is 
really  in  no  need  to  send  any  more  sugar* 
to  the  United  States.  As  we  all  know,  the 
United  States  is  well  able  to  get  the 
necessary  sugar  for  its  own  use  without 
paying  any  bonus  to  Cuba  or  any  other 
country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  of  course  are  always 
jealous  of  the  rights  of  others,  particu¬ 
larly  if  they  are  revolutionists  or  if  they 
are  more  or  less  affiliated  with  the  Soviet 
Republic.  I  should  like  to  call  your  at¬ 
tention  to  a  fact  which  is  noted  in  many 
newspapers,  notably  the  Wall  Street 
Journal,  which  on  its  front  page  carried 
this  item : 

Cubans  are  enslaved  by  the  3  million  tons 
of  sugar  the  United  States  buys  annually 
from  the  island  at  prices  well  above  the  world 
market.  Ernesto  Guebara,  Castro’s  chief 
economic  adviser,  made  this  charge  in  a  tele¬ 
vision  address  at  Havana.  These  purchases, 
he  said,  had  made  Cuba  dependent  on  sugar 
and  kept  the  country  in  a  semi-colonial 
state  until  Castro’s  revolution.  He  made 
clear,  however,  the  Castro  regime  is  not  ready 
to  give  up  the  $150  million  a  year  bonus  the 
United  States  pays  for  Cuban  sugar. 

I  personally  would  like  to  introduce  as 
an  amendment  my  bill,  H.R.  9376,  which 
merely  prohibits  the  paying  of  a  bonus 
on  Cuban  sugar  and  would  force  its  im¬ 
portation  simply  at  the  world  market 
price.  According  to  the  fulminations  of 
the  Cubans  themselves,  this  would  be  en¬ 
tirely  acceptable  to  them.  They  claim 
we  have  made  them  a  one-crop  economy. 
They  also  claim  very  great  delight  at  do¬ 
ing  business  with  the  U.S.S.R.,  the  latter 
paying  simply  the  world  market  price  for 
their  sugar  and  apparently,  in  some  in¬ 
stances,  buying  it  through  a  barter 
system. 

I  wish  to  reiterate  that  the  bill  that  I 
propose  to  offer  as  an  amendment  would 
in  no  way  curtail  or  prohibit  the  im¬ 
portation  of  Cuban  sugar. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems 
to  me  that  action  against  Cuba  is  long 
overdue.  Why  subsidize  your  enemy? 
Why  delay  responsible  action  as  we  have 
done  up  to  this  point?  Why  has  the 
House  Democrat  leadership  delayed  so 
long  in  programing  this  bill  before  com¬ 
mittee  and  Congress.  As  we  face  a 
recess  adjournment  instead  of  adjourn¬ 
ment  sine  die,  I  am  reminded  once  again 
of  the  failure  of  Democrat  leadership 
to  provide  leadership.  As  for  Cuba  and 
Castro,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  House 
should  relinquish  its  traditional  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  this  trade  policy.  Obviously 
something  must  be  done  and  done  now 
to  stop  this  expensive  subsidy  to  Cuba. 
Meanwhile,  we  can  release  our  domestic 
producers  to  provide  this  sugar  and  also 
buy  from  friendly  allies. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  8  minutes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Why  can 
we  not  vote  now? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  One  Member  asked  me 
about  that  a  moment  ago,  but  I  want 
to  make  a  statement  about  this  bill  now. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  He  can 
read  it  in  the  Record  tomorrow. 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  very  simple  proposition,  and  I  assume 
most  Members  know  what  we  are  voting 
on,  a  1-year  extension  of  the  sugar  pro¬ 
gram,  which  has  been  one  of  the  most 
successfully  operated  programs  we  have 
had  for  agriculture  at  any  time  during 
the  time  I  have  served  in  Congress. 

I  have  served  on  the  committee  for  28 
years  and  have  participated  in  the  prep¬ 
aration  and  passage  of  all  the  sugar 
legislation  which  has  been  enacted  dur¬ 
ing  the  time  I  have  served  on  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

No  one  rushed  us  to  open  up  the  quota 
provisions  of  this  complicated  sugar  leg¬ 
islation  during  the  entire  first  session 
of  this  Congress  and  no  one  has  rushed 
us  to  open  it  up  during  this  session,  so 
we  have  not  had  any  hearings. 

However,  I  commend  to  your  attention 
this  very  fine  and  comprehensive  report 
which  we  have  filed,  which  contains  some 
very  good,  factual  information  concern¬ 
ing  the  program  and  how  it  has  operated 
and  what  it  has  meant  to  the  people  of 
America,  both  producers  and  consumers. 
It  is  vital  to  the  welfare  not  only  of  our 
producers  but  also  to  our  consumers  in 
this  country.  Without  this  program  all 
of  the  producers  of  this  country  would 
be  facing  financial  difficulties. 

The  committee  did  take  it  upon  itself 
to  revise  the  quota  provisions  applicable 
to  the  small  countries  like  Haiti,  Pan¬ 
ama,  Costa  Rica,  Formosa,  and  maybe 
one  other  country.  There  are  other 
countries  that  should  be  included. 

I  should  like  very  much  to  see  some 
of  the  other  smaller  countries  like  Ecua¬ 
dor,  Guatemala,  Colombia,  and  El  Sal¬ 
vador  included  in  this  program.  When 
we  open  the  hearings  in  the  next  session 
of  Congress  and  go  into  the  quota  pro¬ 
visions,  I  want  to  assure  everyone  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  sugar  legislation  that  they 
will  be  given  an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 
We  know  that  it  is  a  difficult  thing.  We 
had  hearings  in  1956.  We  held  exhaus¬ 
tive  hearings.  The  bill  passed  the  House 
at  that  time  without  opposition.  Fortu¬ 
nately  we  are  presenting  a  bill  here  that 
has  the  unanimous  support  of  all  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  GARY.  Is  it  true  that  we  are  pay¬ 
ing  Cuba  approximately  2  cents  more  per 
pound  for  sugar  than  Russia  is  paying 
them  for  the  same  kind  of  sugar? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  quite  certain  that 
the  gentleman  is  approximately  correct 
in  his  statement. 

Mr.  GARY.  Is  it  also  true  that  we  are 
paying  them  approximately  a  cent  and  a 
half  more  than  the  world  market  on 
sugar? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  just 
what  the  difference  is  between  the  world 
market  and  what  we  are  paying,  but  we 
are  paying  Cuba  something  more  than 
the  world  market. 

I  want  to  say  this:  This  bill  was  not 
enacted  for  the  protection  of  any  off¬ 
shore  producing  area,  it  was  enacted 
primarily  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
the  American  producers  of  sugar,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Hav/aiian  Islands  and  Puerto 
Rico.  It  has  accomplished  that  pur¬ 
pose.  We  have  protected  our  producers. 

Unfortunately,  our  producers  do  not 
compete  in  price  with  other  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  areas  of  the  world.  The  gentle¬ 
man  talks  about  Russia  getting  Cuban 
sugar  more  cheaply  than  we  get  Cuban 
sugar,  but  that  does  not  mean  anything 
to  the  housewife  in  Russia  because  the 
Russian  housewife  is  not  paying  what 
the  American  housewife  is  paying,  she 
is  paying  30  cents  a  pound  for  sugar. 

Mr.  GARY.  It  means  a  lot  to  Castro. 
I  for  one  am  not  willing  to  pay  Cuba 
any  more  for  sugar  than  they  are  charg¬ 
ing  Russia  as  long  as  Castro  is  at  the 
head  of  the  government.  I  will  go  along 
with  this  legislation,  but  I  hope  that 
somebody  will  offer  a  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  to  fix  the  price  at  not  to  exceed 
that  being  paid  by  Russia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  agree  that  this  legislation  should 
be  extended.  Under  the  emotional 
strain  that  exists  today  between  the 
United  States  and  Cuba  this  is  no  time 
to  revise  the  Sugar  Act.  However,  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  if  he  does  not  feel  that  we 
should  have  a  study  in  depth  by  a  spec¬ 
ial  subcommittee  or  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  itself  pertaining  to  the 
entire  Sugar  Act. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  can  assure  my  friend 
that  the  sugar  legislation  should  be  care¬ 
fully  considered  and  studied  either  by  a 
special  subcommittee  set  up  for  that 
purpose  or  by  one  of  the  regular  stand¬ 
ard  subcommittees  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 


Mr.  JENNINGS.  Will  the  gentleman 
agree  that  anything  in  this  act  will  not 
be  considered  as  a  precedent  in  the 
future? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No;  we  have  set  no 
precedent  here  at  all  except  I  think  we 
have  given  consideration  to  the  little 
countries.  I  doubt  that  we  will  ever  be 
willing  to  take  away  what  we  have  given 
them  here.  As  I  said  a  moment  ago  I 
would  like  to  have  included  some  other 
small  producing  countries. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  quite  agree  with 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  w’ould  be  the 
situation  if  this  bill  were  not  to  be 
adopted? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  Sugar  Act  would 
expire  on  December  31  and  chaos  would 
ensue  in  the  sugar  markets  of  America. 
Our  producers,  Hawaii,  the  Philippines, 
Puerto  Rico  could  face  bankruptcy. 
Then  if  Cuban  sugar  were  to  come  in,  the 
market  would  be  absolutely  demoralized, 
and  it  would  ruin  all  phases  of  the  sugar 
industry.  So  far  I  have  not  discussed 
the  bill  to  any  extent,  but  I  shall  go  more 
into  detail. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  If  this  bill  dees 
not  pass,  it  will  enable  the  Castro  regime 
to  manipulate  sugar  and  sugar  prices  at 
our  expense.  He  could  hold  back  sugar, 
he  could  manipulate  prices,  and  in  the 
light  of  the  circumstances  of  the  last  few 
months,  it  seems  that  this  is  the  most 
satisfactory  way  to  approach  the  present 
situation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  As  the  gentleman  says, 
by  withholding  sugar  he  could  force 
prices  up;  by  bringing  sugar  into  the 
market  he  could  force  prices  down. 

Mr.  AB3ITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AI3BITT.  The  gentleman  in  his 
remarks  stated  that  no  hearings  were 
held.  It  seems  to  me  I  recall  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  being  before  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  He  did  appear  at  the 
hearings  to  talk  about  the  policy  phases 
oi  it,  not  about  the  allocation  of  sugar. 

Mr.  A.BBITT.  This  is  my  concern.  It 
would  seem  to  me  that  this  all  will  and 
could  affect  sugar  policy,  but  I  am  won¬ 
dering  whether  we  are  confusing  sugar 
policy  with  foreign  policy. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  said  all  along 
through  the  years,  that  I  thought  it 
would  be  very  unfortunate  to  use  a  farm 
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bill  for  political  purposes,  as  this  might 
be  usecL  But  in  the  legislation  we  trust 
the  President  to  fix  the  foreign  policy  of 
the  country.  He  cannot  give  Castro  a 
ton  of  sugar  unless  he  affirmatively  finds 
that  it  is  in  the  public  interest  or  na¬ 
tional  interest  to  do  so. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  farther,  is  there  any  coordination, 
can  the  gentleman  tell  me,  between  this 
committee  in  matters  of  this  kind  and 
the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  There  has  been  no 
collaboration  between  the  two  commit¬ 
tees.  We  called  Mr.  Herter  in  to  tell  us 
what  the  policy  of  the  State  Department 
was. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mi-.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Will  the  gentleman  tell 
me  if  there  is  anything  in  this  act  about 
Castro’s  withholding  sugar?  A  lot  has 
been  said  about  what  might  happen  if  he 
withheld  sugar.  Is  there  anything  in 
this  act  which  would  keep  him  from 
withholding  sugar  if  he  wanted  to? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  understand  we  pay 
Cuba  about  150  or  155  percent  of  parity 
for  sugar.  Is  that  about  right,  that 
percentage  of  their  parity? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  Cuban  parity. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  You  will  find  that  is 
about  right. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  support  sugar 
prices  above  parity  in  this  country,  that 
is  true. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  We  pay  Cuba  at  least 
150  percent  of  her  parity  for  sugar  we 
buy  from  her  but  we  refuse  to  pay  our 
own  farmers  90  percent  of  parity  for  the 
things  the  Government  buys  from  our 
farmers,  or  to  help  them  get  a  better 
market  for  their  products. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  Cuba  receives  favored  treat¬ 
ment  in  the  price  of  sugar. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  It  is  correct,  is  it  not, 
that  under  this  bill  which  extends  the 
Sugar  Act  for  one  year,  standby  powers 
are  specifically  granted  to  the  President 
whereby  if  Castro — we  all  have  quite 
mutual  feelings  about  him — should  fail 
or  refuse  to  honor  commitments,  or  in 
an  emergency  the  President  may  act, 
and  we  do  have  this  economic  big  stick 
in  the  bill.  That  is  one  of  its  magnifi¬ 
cent  provisions,  in  my  opinion.  That  is 
correct,  is  it  not? 


Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is 
right. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  I  would  like  to  know 
about  Castro  withholding  Cuban  sugar 
from  this  country. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  He  can  do  that  now, 
but  under  the  bill  if  he  does  withhold 
it  we  can  cut  his  quota  down. 

Mr.  HAYS.  That  is  all  for  the  good. 
The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is,  there 
is  nothing  to  prevent  him  from  with¬ 
holding.  He  is  the  boss  about  that. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Right  now  that  is  true, 
but  if  we  pass  the  bill  the  President  can 
go  anywhere  to  get  the  sugar. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  If  Castro  with¬ 
holds  the  sale  of  sugar,  the  President 
can  buy  from  friendly  governments  in 
South  America  and  elsewhere,  is  that 
right? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right.  If  he 
withholds  it  from  us  the  President  can 
exercise  the  authority  given  to  him  under 
this  bill. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  am  puzzled  as  to 
why  we  are  spending  $65  million  in 
sugar  subsidies  for  the  producers  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  where 
the  gentleman  gets  the  $65  million.  This 
bill  has  been  operating  for  over  20  years. 
We  have  received  and  we  are  holding  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  $400 
million  plus  over  and  above  the  amount 
of  payments  that  have  gone  out  to  pro¬ 
ducers,  $480  million  profit,  if  you  want 
to  call  it  that,  to  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States. 

The  gentleman  says  it  is  a  subsidy. 
Perhaps  it  is  a  subsidy  but  it  is  a  sub¬ 
sidy  to  the  producers  of  American  sugar¬ 
cane  and  sugar  beets  all  the  way  from 
Hawaii  to  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  present  a  brief  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  bill  and  amendment  before 
us,  along  with  a  detailed  discussion  of 
the  sugar  program,  including  statistical 
data. 

The  bill  now  before  the  House  con¬ 
tains  the  following  provisions: 

First.  A  1-year  extension  of  the  act  to 
December  31,  1961. 

Second.  Presidential  authority — 
whether  Congress  is-  in  session  or  not — 
to  establish  the  sugar  quota  for  Cuba  for 
the  balance  of  1960  and  for  1961  at  such 
level  as  the  President  shall  find  from 
time  to  time  to  be  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest,  but  in  no  event  in  excess  of  the 
Cuban  quota  under  present  law.  If  the 
President  sets  the  Cuban  quota  at  less 
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than  present  law,  the  reduction  would 
be  reapportioned  as  follows:  Ca)  An 
amount  equivalent  to  Cuba’s  share  in  the 
domestic  deficit  may  be  assigned  ex¬ 
clusively  to  the  domestic  area;  and  then 
(b)  to  five  nations  whose  quota  is  pres¬ 
ently  between  3,000  and  10,000  tons  a 
sufficient  quantity  of  sugar  to  bring  each 
of  them  up  to  10,000  tons.  These  na¬ 
tions  are  Costa  Rico,  Haiti,  Panama,  the 
Netherlands,  and  Nationalist  China;  and 
then,  (c)  to  the  Philippine  Islands  15 
percent  of  the  remainder;  and  then,  (d) 
to  the  full  duty  nations  having  quotas 
under  the  act — except  those  five  nations 
mentioned  in  (b)  above — the  remaining 
85  percent  in  amounts  prorated  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  quotas  established  by  the  act; 
and  then,  (e)  to  any  other  foreign  na¬ 
tions  without  regard  to  allocations. 

The  President  also  would  have  au¬ 
thority  to  obtain  refined  sugar  if  raw 
sugar  was  unavailable. 

Third.  A  technical  amendment  rec¬ 
ognizing  Hawaii’s  full  status  as  a  State. 

Fourth.  A  permanent  change  in  the 
law  which  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  authority  to  reduce  for  the 
then  current  calendar  year  the  quota 
of  a  foreign  nation  or  an  area,  if  that 
nation  or  area  is  unwilling  or  unable  to 
meet  its  quota.  The  Secretary  could  re¬ 
duce  the  nation’s  or  area’s  quota  by  the 
amount  of  the  deficit  declared  against 
it.  This  provision  would  prevent  a  coun¬ 
try  or  area  which  had  failed  to  fill  its 
quota  from  disorganizing  the  U.S.  mar¬ 
ket  by  shipping  its  full  quota  after  a 
deficit  had  been  declared  against  it. 

Fifth.  A  provision  applicable  to  the 
1961  crop  only  which  awards  to  new 
producers  75  percent  of  any  increase  in 
proportionate  shares  due  to  reallocated 
deficits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  before  us  is 
relatively  simple.  It  extends  for  one 
calendar  year— through  1961 — the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948. 

The  committee  amendment  also  is 
quite  simple.  It  authorizes  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  establish  the  Sugar  quota  for 
Cuba  for  the  balance  of  this  calendar 
year,  and  for  the  calendar  year  1961,  at 
any  level  he  finds  to  be  in  the  national 
interest  that  is  not  in  excess  of  the  quota 
Cuba  would  have  received  under  the  reg¬ 
ular  operations  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act. 

The  committee  amendment  also  stipu¬ 
lates  the  sources  to  which  the  President 
is  to  turn  for  sugar  which  he  may  decide 
not  to  obtain  from  Cuba.  To  the  extent 
that  the  Cuban  quota  consists  of  deficits 
in  domestic  area  quotas  which  have  been 
reallocated  to  that  country,  any  cut  in 
the  Cuban  quota  would  be  reallocated  to 
domestic  producing  areas.  It  is  gen¬ 
erally  understood  that  this  would 
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amount  to  approximately  156,000  tons 
during  the  current  calendar  year. 

Any  amount  above  this  would  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  foreign  countries.  There  would 
first  be  allocated  to  five  Of  our  smaller 
foreign  suppliers  enough  sugar  to  bring 
their  quotas  up  to  10,000  tons  each. 
These  countries  are  Haiti,  Netherlands, 
Formosa,  Panama,  and  Costa  Rica.  The 
remainder  will  then  be  apportioned  to 
other  foreign  countries  now  participat¬ 
ing  in  our  sugar  program,  with  15  per¬ 
cent  being  allocated  to  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  and  the  balance  divided 
pro  rata  among  the  other  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  which  have  sugar  quotas. 

If  any  of  these  countries  are  unable 
to  fill  this  augmented  quota,  and  let  me 
say  that  I  have  no  doubt  some  of  them 
will  not  be  able  to  do  so  if  the  alloca¬ 
tions  are  of  any  substantial  size,  the 
President  may  then  go  outside  our  quota 
system  and  obtain  sugar  from  any  coun¬ 
try  in  the  world  that  has  it  to  sell. 

The  powers  that  the  committee 
amendment  authorizes  the  President  to 
exercise  are  very  broad.  It  is  not  neces¬ 
sary,  for  example,  that  he  should  assign 
Cuba  all  of  its  quota  at  one  time.  The 
bill  authorizes  him  to  make  these  deter¬ 
minations  “from  time  to  time”  and  it 
would  be  entirely  within  his  authority  to 
assign  Cuba  only  a  relatively  small  quota 
at  the  start  of  1961,  for  example,  and 
then  increase  that  quota  from  time  to 
time,  as  conditions  might  warrant. 

Nor,  is  it  necessary  for  him  to  assign 
for  reallocation  to  other  areas  under  the 
formula  provided  in  the  amendment,  at 
any  one  time,  all  of  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  quota  he  has  established  for 
Cuba  and  the  quota  which  Cuba  would 
have  under  the  regular  operation  of  the 
Sugar  Act.  This  quantity  too,  may  be 
made  available  for  allocation  to  other 
countries  from  time  to  time  and  in  such 
overall  quantities  as  the  President  deems 
desirable. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  have 
in  this  bill  and  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  a  real  instrument  for  peace  and 
stability  in  this  hemisphere.  Under  the 
authority  of  this  legislation,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  can,  if  he  chooses,  negotiate  with 
the  Government  of  Cuba  about  its  share 
in  our  sugar  market.  Any  agreement 
that  is  reached  would  be  reached  on  the 
basis  of  a  clear  understanding  of  the 
privileges  and  obligations  of  both  parties 
to  the  contract.  There  is  no  requirement 
in  this  legislation  that  one  single  pound 
of  sugar  be  cut  from  Cuba’s  quota.  Nor, 
on  the  other  hand,  is  there  any  require¬ 
ment  that  we  should  accept  delivery  of 
one  single  pound  except  that  for  which 
certificates  of  entry  have  been  issued  at 
the  time  this  bill  becomes  law. 

I  would  hope  that  it  would  not  be 
necessary  to  cut  the  Cuban  quota — that 


negotiators  for  our  Government  would 
sit  down  with  negotiators  for  the  Cuban 
Government  and  reach  a  sensible  agree¬ 
ment  as  to  the  responsibilities  of  both 
contracting  parties  which  would  permit 
delivery  of  the  entire  Cuban  quota. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  sugar  program  has 
been,  up  to  this  time,  one  of  our  most 
successful  agricultural  programs — both 
for  producers  and  consumers  of  the 
United  States  and  for  our  neighboring 
countries.  I  fervently  hope  that  it  will 
continue  to  be  this  kind  of  a  program. 
Because  this  is  such  an  important  pro¬ 
gram,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  because  there 
is  such  wide  interest  in  it  at  this  time, 
under  unanimous  consent  I  extend  my 
remarks  at  this  point  by  including  an  ex¬ 
planation,  including  some  statistical 
material,  of  our  sugar  program  and  how 
it  works. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  insert  at 
this  point  a  detailed  discussion  of  the 
sugar  program: 

NATIONAL  POLICY 

For  many  years  it  has  been  the  policy  of 
the  0.S.  Government — for  defense  and  stra¬ 
tegic  reasons — to  preserve  within  the  United 
States  the  ability  to  produce  a  substantial 
portion  of  our  sugar  requirements.  This 
has  been  done  because  sugar  is  an  essential 
and  vital  food  product  needed  by  American 
consumers,  the  supply  of  which  on  a  world¬ 
wide  scale  has  been  marked  by  periods  of 
alternating  scarcity  and  surplus. 

A  large  portion  of  the  world’s  sugar  is 
grown  in  tropical  countries  where  cheap 
labor  is  abundantly  available.  An  addi¬ 
tional  large  portion  of  world  production  is 
in  countries  which,  like  the  United  States, 
provide  protection  or  subsidy  to  their  sugar 
producers. 

It  is  unlikely  that  a  significant  amount  of 
sugar  would  be  grown  in  the  continental 
United  States  if  American  producers  had  to 
compete  on  the  open  world  market  with 
sugar  produced  with  cheap  tropical  labor 
or  under  subsidy  in  other  countries. 

For  years,  protection  was  afforded  to  our 
sugar  producers  solely  through  the  tariff. 
Although  the  tariff  did  assist  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers,  it  still  left  them  exposed  to  the 
price  fluctuations  of  the  world  sugar  market. 
It  also  increased  the  price  of  sugar  to  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  United  States  without  assur¬ 
ing  them  of  adequate  foreign  sources  of 
supply. 

A  quota  system  which  prorated  domestic 
consumption  among  producers  in  the  United 
States  and  a  number  of  foreign  countries 
was  developed  and  enacted  as  law  in  1934. 
The  quota  system  was  revised  in  1937  and 
again  in  the  present  act  which  became 
effective  in  1948.  Since  initiation  of  the 
quota  system,  the  tariff  on  sugar  has  been 
reduced  75  percent  and  now  represents  only 
supplementary  protection  to  the  sugar  in¬ 
dustry. 

A  tax  of  0.5  cent  per  pound  is  imposed  on 
all  sugar  manufactured  or  imported  into  the 
United  States.  Payments  are  made  to  do¬ 
mestic  producers  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets 
at  a  rate  which  ranges  from  80  cents  per 


hundredweight  of  recoverable  sugar  pro¬ 
duced  on  small  farms  to  as  little  as  30  cents 
per  hundredweight  of  production  in  excess 
of  30,000  tons  of  sugar  on  large  farms.  To 
qualify  for  payments  under  the  program, 
producers  must  comply  with  production  re¬ 
strictions,  pay  fair  wages  to  workers,  and 
not  employ  child  labor  and,  if  they  are  also 
processors,  pay  fair  prices  for  sugarcane  or 
sugar  beets. 

Income  to  the  Government  from  the  tax 
on  sugar  has  been  very  substantially  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  amount  disbursed  as  payments  to. 
domestic  growers  during  each  of  the  years 
under  the  program.  In  recent ‘years  the  in¬ 
come  from  the  tax  has  approximated  $90 
million  annually,  while  payments  to  grow¬ 
ers  have  approximated  $65  million. 

Since  1937  there  has  been  a  net  return  to 
the  Treasury  of  over  $400  million  in  the 
difference  between  collections  on  the  sugar 
excise  tax  and  the  actual  cost  of  the  stabili¬ 
zation  program. 

BASIC  PURPOSES  OF  THE  SUGAR  ACT 

Basically,  the  Sugar  Act  is  intended  to  do 
three  things:  (1)  Make  it  possible,  as  a 
matter  of  national  security,  to  produce  a 
substantial  part  of  our  sugar  requirements 
within  continental  United  States  and  to  do 
this  without  the  consumer -penalizing  de¬ 
vice  of  a  high  protective  tariff;  (2)  assure 
U.S.  consumers  of  a  plentiful  and  stable 
supply  of  sugar  at  reasonable  prices;  and 
(3)  permit  nearby  friendly  foreign  countries 
to  participate  equitably  in  supplying  the 
U.S.  sugar  market  for  the  double  purpose 
of  expanding  international  trade  and  assur¬ 
ing  a  stable  and  adequate  supply  of  sugar. 

The  Sugar  Act  has  been  notably  success¬ 
ful  in  attaining  all  three  of  these  major 
objectives.  .  Under  its  protection,  approxi¬ 
mately  one-third  of  our  total  consumption 
of  sugar  is  produced  by  growers  within  the 
continental  limits  of  the  United  States  and 
total  domestic  production  (including  Ha¬ 
waii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands) 
fills  53  percent  of  our  sugar  quota.  The 
Sugar  Act  has  given  us  this  security  in  sup¬ 
plies  and  at  the  same  time  has  done  so  at 
a  minimum  cost  to  the  consumer  and  tax¬ 
payer.  Retail  sugar  prices  in  the  United 
States  have  been  remarkably  stable  since 
the  enactment  of  the  Sugar  Act.  Up  to  the 
present,  our  Sugar  Act  has  been  nearly  as 
successful  in  attaining  its  third  objective — 
the  sharing  of  part  of  our  market  equitably 
among  nearby  friendly  nations.  Cuba  fur¬ 
nishes  about  one-third  of  our  needs  and  the 
Philippines  about  11  percent.  About  3  per¬ 
cent  is  imported  from  other  foreign  coun¬ 
tries. 

SUPPLY 

Table  1  below  shows  how  the  various  sup¬ 
plying  areas  have  participated  in  the  U.S. 
sugar  market  from  1900  through  1959.  It 
will  be  noted  that  since  1948,  all  areas  have 
shared  equitably  in  the  expanding  sugar 
market  in  the  United  States.  The  lower 
figures  for  some  areas  in  the  past  2  or  3  years 
have  resulted  from  production  difficulties. 

Table  2  shows  the  manner  in  which  quotas 
have  been  distributed  among  the  various 
producing  areas  in  the  past  6  years.  Table 
2(a)  shows  the  final  quotas  for  1959  and 
unfilled  balances,  if  any.  Final  quotas  of 
Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
reflect  adjustments  for  deficits. 
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Table  1  .—Entries  and  marketings  of  sugar  in  continental  United  States  from  all  areas,  1900  to  date 


[1,000  short  tons,  raw  value] 


Year 1 

Total 

Continental 
United  States  3 

Hawaii 

Puerto 

Rico 

Virgin 

Islands 

Philip¬ 

pines 

Cuba 3 

Other 

foreign 

coun¬ 

tries 

Beet 

Main¬ 

land 

cane 

1900.... 

2,  413 

92 

312 

252 

36 

« 

25 

353 

1,343 

1901.... 

2,963 

198 

364 

345 

69 

(>) 

2 

550 

1, 435 

1902.... 

2,  574 

233 

373 

360 

92 

(‘ 

6 

492 

l'  018 

1903.... 

3, 143 

258 

278 

387 

113 

0) 

9 

1, 198 

900 

1904.... 

3,  023 

259 

415 

368 

130 

(‘) 

31 

1,410 

410 

1905.... 

3.118' 

335 

390 

416 

136 

(0 

39 

1,029 

773 

1906.... 

3, 359 

518 

273 

373 

205 

« 

35 

1,391 

564 

1907.... 

3, 701 

496 

394 

411 

204 

(l) 

13 

1,618 

565 

1908.... 

3,331 

456 

415 

539 

235 

(>) 

19 

1,155 

512 

1909.... 

3,  730 

548 

332 

511 

244 

(■) 

42 

1,431 

622 

1910.... 

3,  789 

546 

355 

555 

285 

(«) 

88 

1,  755 

205 

1911.... 

3,801 

642 

361 

506 

323 

0) 

115 

1,  674 

180 

1912.... 

3,927 

742 

163 

603 

367 

« 

218 

1,593 

241 

1913.... 

4, 382 

784 

301 

543 

383 

(>) 

102 

2,156 

113 

1914.... 

4,431 

773 

247 

557 

321 

(•) 

58 

2,  463 

12 

1915.... 

4,718 

935 

139 

640 

294 

(■) 

163 

2,392 

155 

1916.... 

5,000 

878 

311 

569 

425 

0) 

109 

2,575 

133 

1917.... 

4,  808 

819 

246 

581 

489 

6 

134 

2,335 

198 

1918.... 

4,430 

814 

285 

540 

336 

4 

87 

2,280 

84 

1919.... 

5,352 

777 

122 

579 

364 

10 

88 

3, 343 

69 

1920.... 

6,  337 

1,165 

176 

550 

413 

13 

146 

2,881 

993 

1921.... 

5,412 

1,  091 

327 

541 

469 

6 

165 

2, 590 

223 

1922.... 

6,807 

722 

296 

568 

360 

6 

275 

4,  527 

53 

1923.... 

6,831 

943 

172 

519 

342 

2 

238 

3, 426 

189 

1924.... 

6,  463 

1, 166 

90 

677 

393 

2 

339 

3,692 

104 

1925.... 

6,  934 

977 

142 

755 

600 

11 

493 

3,923 

33 

1926.... 

7,024 

960 

48 

747 

559 

6 

380 

4,280 

44 

1927.... 

6,809 

1,170 

72 

777 

574 

6 

531 

3, 050 

29 

1928.... 

6, 691 

1, 135 

136 

878 

674 

11 

575 

3,249 

33 

1929.... 

7,  587 

1,089 

218 

882 

507 

3 

711 

4,149 

28 

i  Data  on  fiscal  year  basis  1900-18;  calendar  year  basis  1919  to  date. 
’.Crop  year  production  1900-1930. 


Year  1 

Total 

Conti 

United 

Beet 

nental 
States 2 

Main¬ 

land 

cane 

Hawaii 

Puerto 

Rico 

Virgin 

Islands 

Philip¬ 

pines 

Cuba 3 

Other 

foreign 

coun¬ 

tries 

1930.... 

6, 683 

1,293 

215 

868 

809 

6 

794 

2, 645 

53 

1931 _ 

6,727 

1,343 

206 

998 

796 

2 

872 

2, 482 

28 

1932.... 

6, 303 

1,319 

160 

1,048 

940 

6 

1,028 

1, 791 

12 

1933.... 

6, 331 

1,366 

315 

990 

793 

5 

1,249 

i,  573 

40 

1934. 

6,574 

1,562 

268 

948 

807 

5 

l’  088 

1,  866 

30 

1935 _ 

6, 277 

1,478 

319 

927 

793 

2 

'917 

1,830 

U 

1936 _ 

6,833 

1,364 

409 

1,033 

907 

4 

985 

2, 102 

29 

1937 _ 

6,  860 

1,245 

491 

985 

896 

8 

991 

2, 155 

89 

1938.... 

6,  619 

1,448 

449 

906 

815 

4 

981 

1,941 

75 

1939.... 

7,466 

1,809 

587 

966 

1, 126 

6 

980 

1,930 

62 

1940 _ 

6,443 

1,550 

406 

941 

798 

0 

981 

l'  750 

17 

1941 _ 

8,009 

1,952 

411 

903 

993 

5 

855 

2,700 

190 

1942.... 

5,  555 

1,703 

407 

751 

836 

0 

23 

1,796 

39 

1943.... 

6,466 

1,524 

460 

866 

642 

3 

0 

2,  857 

114 

1944.... 

6,942 

1,155 

515 

802 

743 

3 

0 

3',  618 

106 

1945.... 

5, 997 

1,043 

417 

740 

903 

4 

0 

2, 803 

87 

1946.... 

5,657 

1,379 

445 

633 

867 

5 

0 

2, 282 

46 

1947.... 

7,  759 

1,  574 

383 

842 

969 

3 

0 

3,943 

45 

1948.... 

7,084 

1,656 

456 

714 

1,013 

4 

252 

2,  927 

62 

1949.... 

7,588 

1,487 

557 

769 

1,091 

4 

525 

3, 103 

52 

1950.... 

8, 279 

1,749 

522 

1,  145 

1,053 

11 

474 

3,264 

61 

1951.... 

7, 758 

1,730 

457 

941 

959 

6 

706 

2,946 

13 

1952.... 

7,991 

1,560 

579 

972 

983 

6 

860 

2,980 

51 

1953.... 

8,282 

1,749 

513 

1,087 

1,118 

12 

932 

2,760 

111 

1954.... 

8,240 

1,802 

501 

1,040 

1,082 

10 

974 

2,718 

113 

1955.... 

8,  396 

1,797 

500 

1,052 

1,080 

10 

977 

2,862 

118 

1956.... 

8,992 

1,  955 

601 

1,091 

1,135 

13 

982 

3,089 

126 

1957.... 

8,  916 

2, 066 

636 

1,037 

912 

15 

906 

3, 127 

217 

1958.... 

9,076 

2,240 

680 

630 

823 

6 

980 

3,438 

279 

1959.... 

9, 240 

2,241 

578 

977 

958 

12 

980 

3,215 

279 

3  Excludes  sugar  imported  for  foreign  claimants  as  follows:  1942, 144.000  tons;  1943, 
446,000  tons;  1944,  202,000  tons;  1945,  337,000  tons;  1946.  368,000  tons;  1947,  230,000  tons. 


Table  2. — Basic  and  adjusted  sugar  quotas,  19-54-59 


[Short  tons,  raw  value] 


Area 

Basic  quotas— Final 

Adjusted  quotas— Final 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959  ‘ 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959  • 

Domestic: 

Domestic  beet . 

Mainland  cane . 

Hawaii . . 

Puerto  Rico . 

Virgin  Islands . 

Total,  domestic 

areas . 

Foreign: 

Philippines . 

Cuba . 

Other  foreign . 

Total,  foreign  areas. . 

Grand  total . 

1,800,000 
500,000 
1, 052, 000 
1,080,000 
12, 000 

1, 800, 000 
500,000 
1,052,000 
1, 080, 000 
12,000 

1, 953, 952 
601, 250 
1, 090, 496 
1, 140, 253 
15,  549 

1, 948, 357 
599,  528 
1, 087, 373 
1, 136, 987 
15,  505 

1, 998, 717 
615, 024 
1, 115, 479 
1, 166, 375 
15, 905 

2,021,098 
621, 912 
1, 127, 970 
1, 179,  437 
16,083 

1, 803, 099 
500, 861 
1, 043, 000 
1,081,859 
10,  500 

1, 800, 000 
500, 000 
1, 052, 000 
1,080,000 
12,000 

1, 955, 401 
601, 696 
1, 091, 305 
1, 141,098 
12,000 

2, 070, 694 
637, 172 
1,060,000 
920, 000 
14, 753 

2,292,488 
720, 805 
700, 000 
815,000 
6,100 

2, 225, 264 
684, 735 
977, 970 
969, 875 
12, 405 

4, 444, 000 

4, 444, 000 

4, 801,  500 

4, 787, 750 

4, 911, 500 

4, 966,  500 

4, 439, 319 

4, 444, 000 

4, 801, 500 

4,  702, 619 

4, 534, 393 

4, 870, 249 

974, 000 
2, 718,  720 
113, 280 

977, 000 
2,  859,  840 
119, 160 

980,000 
3, 089, 760 
128, 740 

980, 000 
2, 993, 897 
213, 353 

980,000 
3, 060, 475 
248,025 

980,000 
3, 090, 005 
263, 435 

974, 000 
2, 723, 401 
113, 280 

977, 000 
2, 859, 840 
119, 160 

980, 000 
3, 089, 760 
128, 740 

930,000 
3, 127, 028 
215, 353 

980, 000 
3, 437,  582 

2  279, 304 

980,000 
3, 186,  316 
263, 435 

3,806,000 

3, 956, 000 

4, 198, 500 

4, 187, 250 

4, 288, 500 

4, 333,  500 

3, 810, 681 

3,956,000 

4, 198, 500 

4, 272, 381 

2  4, 696, 886 

4, 429, 751 

8, 250, 000 

8, 400, 000 

9, 000, 000 

8,975,000 

9, 200, 000 

9,300,000 

8, 250, 000 

8, 400, 000 

9,000,000 

8, 975, 000 

2  9, 231, 279 

9, 300, 000 

1  As  announced  Sept.  3, 1959.  basic  proration  for  the  year  even  though  the  difference  between  her  basic  proration 

2  This  is  31,279  tons  larger  than  “basic,”  above,  because  Peru  acceded  to  the  Inter-  and  the  nonmember  limit  pursuant  to  the  agreement  had  been  prorated  to  other  full 

national  Sugar  Agreement  in  November  1958.  This  entitled  Peru  to  enter  its  full  duty  countries  before  her  accession  occurred. 


Table  2(a). — Status  of  1959  sugar  quotas  as  of  Dec.  31,  1959 


Area 

Quota 

Credit  for 
drawback 

Charge  to  quota  and  offset  to 
drawback  of  duty  1 

Unfilled  balance 

of  duty 

Total 

Direct 

consumption  2 

Total 

Direct 

consumption 

Short  tons 

raw  value 

2,267,665 
697, 783 
977, 970 
969,875 
12, 405 

2, 242, 000 
600, 000 

25, 665 

97, 783 

Hawaii 3 . . . . . . . 

976, 852 

21,  574 

1,118 

1,118 

Puerto  Rico  3 . . . . . . 

*  957,  580 

138, 919 

12,  295 

242 

12,  302 

103 

Republic  of  the  Philippines . . . . 

980;  000 

0 

980, 000 

31,464 

0 

»0 

3, 215, 457 

3, 266 

3, 218,  723 

375, 771 

0 

SO 

Other  foreign  countries . 

278,845 

2,144 

280, 812 

65,748 

177 

177 

Total . 

9,400,000 

5,410 

9,268,269 

633,  476 

137, 141 

1,537 

Details  of  other  foreign  countries: 

Peru _ _ _  _ 

95, 527 

1,107 

96, 634 

10, 094 

0 

0 

Dominican  Republic _ _ — . 

81,  457 

903 

82, 360 

8,983 

0 

0 

Mexico . . . . . . 

64, 809 

,  83 

0 

64,892 

16,  341 

0 

0 

Nicaragua . 

14,027 

14, 027 

10, 778 

0 

0 

14160 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 

Table  2(a). — Status  of  1959  sugar  quotas  as  of  Dec.  81,  1959—  Continued 


June  80 


Area 

Quota 

Credit  for 
drawback 
of  duty 

Charge  to  quota  and  offset  to 
drawback  of  duty  1 

Unfilled  balance 

Total 

Direct 

consumption  2 * * * 

Total 

Direct 

consumption 

Details  of  other  foreign  countries— Continued 

Haiti _ _ - . - . 

7,014 

11 

6, 862 

3,  515 

103 

163 

Netherlands . - . - . . . — 

3,731 

0 

3,730 

3,730 

1 

•  1 

China . — 

-  3,624 

0 

3,611 

3,611 

13 

1  13 

Panama..- . - . - . . . . — 

3,624 

40 

3,664 

3, 664 

0 

0 

Costa  Rica _ _ - - - 

3, 616 

0 

3. 616 

3, 616 

0 

0 

Canada . . . . 

631 

0 

631 

031 

0 

*0 

United  Kingdom,— . . — 

516 

0 

516 

516 

0 

0 

Belgium,  . . . . . 

182 

0 

182 

182 

0 

0 

British  Guiana— . - . 

84 

0 

84 

84 

0 

0 

Hong  Kong _ ; _ 

3 

0 

3 

3 

0 

»0 

Total . -  — 

278, 845 

2,144 

280, 812 

6  05,  748 

177 

177 

Wine  gallons  of  72  percent  total  sugar  content 

Liquid  sugar;7 

7, 970,  558 

7, 970,  558 

5  0 

830, 894 

830, 894 

o 

300,000 

0 

300,000 

1  These  data  include  the  following:  (a)  Domestic  beet  and  mainland  cane  sugar 
partly  estimated;  and  (6)  all  other  sugar  entered  as  of  Dec.  11,  1959. 

2  Includes  raw  sugar  for  direct  consumption  from  Cuba,  16,236;  Hawaii,  62;  Repub¬ 
lic  of  the  Philippines,  6,792;  Puerto  Rico,  16;  Haiti,  3,515;  Peru,  43;  total,  26,664. 

2  Despite  deficit  declared,  full  quotas  remained  available  as  follows:  Hawaii 
1,140,462;  Puerto  Rico,  1,192,498;  Virgin  Islands,  16,261. 

4  In  addition,  117  tons  of  raw  sugar  were  imported  for  processing  and  return  to 
Puerto  Rico. 


»  Sugar  held  in  Customs  custody  pending  availahility  of  quota:  Cuba,  5,551- 
Netherlands,  3,462;  Canada,  641;  Hong  Kong,  42;  China,  214;  Philippines,  8.936- 
Cuban  liquid,  87,092  gallons. 

6  Under  see.'212(l)  charges  to  quotas  exclude  the  1st  10  tons  entered  from  West 
Germany,  Guatemala,  Japan,  and  from  each  country  listed. 

2  Under  see.  212(3)  13,072  gallons  wero  entered  from  the  United  Kingdom  and  900 
gallons  from  Australia. 


COST 

As  has  been  pointed  out,  the  objectives 
of  the  Sugar  Act  has  been  attained  at  a 
minimum  of  cost  to  the  consumer  and  the 
taxpayer.  The  program  is  financed  by  a 
tax  of  one-half  cent  per  pound  raw  value 
on  all  sugar  processed  in  the  United  States 
and  on  all  imported  refined  sugar.  This  tax 
has  been  offset  by  more  than  $400  million, 
the  total  of  all  payments  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  plus  the  cost  incurred  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  administering 
the  Sugar  Act.  Table  3  shows  the  total  of 
such  collections  by  years  since  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Sugar  Act  in  1937.  It  is  to  be 
noted  that  the  collections  do  not  include 
tariff  duties,  which  amount  to  approximately 
$37.5  million  per  year,  but  only  colletcions 
from  the  tax  above  referred  to.  Table  4 
shows  the  payments  which  have  been  made 
under  the  act  to  the  various  domestic  areas. 


Table  3. — Sugar  Act  tax  collection,  1938  to 
date 


Sugar  tax  collections  1 


Fiscal  year 

Excise 
tax  2 

Import 

tax2 

Total 

1938 . . . 

$30, 569, 130 

$2, 680, 298 
3, 494,  627 

$33,249,428 
68, 908, 685 

1939 . . . 

.65,414,058 

1940 . 

08, 145,  358 

5,456,207 

73,601,565 

1941 _ _ 

74,  834,  839 

4,  859, 760 

79, 694,  599 

1942 . . . . 

68,  229,  803 

4, 088, 963 

72,  318,  706 

1943 . . . 

53, 551,  777 

3,  520, 064 

57,  071,841 

1944 . 

68,  788, 910 

5, 097, 940 

73, 886, 850 

1945 . 

73,  293, 966 

3,  522, 414 

76, 816, 380 

1946 . 

56,  731, 986 

3,  231,  592 

59,  963, 578 

1947 . . . 

59, 151, 922 
71,  246, 834 
76, 174,  356 

5, 115,  447 
3, 284,  502 

04,  267, 369 

1948 . . 

74,  531,  336 

1949 . 

4, 698, 867 

80, 873, 223 

1950,.. . 

71, 188,  029 

4,091, 155 

75, 279, 184 

1951 . . . 

80, 191,884 

3,  613,  479 

83,  805, 363 

1952 . 

78, 473, 191 

3,  621,  210 

82, 094,  401 

1953 . . 

78, 129,  860 

5, 005.  959 

83.  135,819 

1954 . . . 

73,  885, 000 

4, 498,  368 

78,  383,  368 

1955 . . 

78,  512, 000 

4, 177,097 

82,  689,  097 

1956 . . . 

82.  894,  000 

4,  806, 321 

87.  700.  321 

1957 . . 

86,  091,  000 

4,  305,  501 

90.  396,  501 

1958 _ _ 

85,911,000 

4,  957,  798 

90.  868,  798 

1959  . . 

1960  . . 

86,  378,  000 

5,  683, 187 

92, 061, 187 

1  Imposed  at  a  rate  of  0.465  ccut  per  pound  on  suga 
testing  92  sugar  degrees  and  for  each  additional  suga 
degree  0.00875  cent  per  pound  additional  (equivalent  ti 
0.59  and  0.535  cent  per  pound  on  sugar  testing  96  an< 
100  sugar  degrees,  respectively).  On  sugar  testing  les 
than  92  sugar  degrees  the  rate  is  0.5144  cent  per  pound  o 
the  total  sugar  content. 

2  Collected  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  on  al 

sugar  processed  or  refined  in  tho  United  States. 

Col  ectod  by  the  collector  of  customs  on  direc 

consumption  sugar  imported  into  the  United  States. 


Table  4. — Sugar  Act  payments,  by  areas,  1987  to  date  1 


Crop  year- 


1937. 

1938. 
1039. 

1940. 

1941. 
1942 

1943. 

1944. 

1945. 

1946. 

1947. 

1948. 

1949. 

1950. 

1951. 

1952. 

1953. 

1954. 

1955. 

1956. 

1957. 

1958. 

1959. 


Sugar  beet 

Mainland 

cane 

$17, 

136,  667 

$5, 355, 774 

22, 

073,  345 

6, 311, 779 

21, 

371,789 

5, 448,  533 

23, 

262,  539 

3,  887, 750 

18, 

991,  929 

4, 561, 504 

29, 

770, 909 

6, 955, 080 

17, 

602, 914 

7, 392, 119 

18, 

632,  477 

6,  646, 061 

22, 

911,910 

6, 839,  763 

27. 

735,  230 

6, 536, 104 

32, 

259,  930 

6,  260, 340 

23. 

200, 938 

7,  202, 755 

26, 

581,  945 

7,  087,  424 

33, 

744,  012 

7,  826,  663 

25. 

899,  661 

6, 467,  908 

24, 

735,  741 

7,  977,  490 

29, 

974,  245 

8,  607, 180 

33, 

224,  656 

8,  051,  294 

29, 

101,  754 

7,  607,  634 

31, 

287,  969 

7,  330,  693 

36, 

355,  435 

7,  258,  246 

2  36, 

309,  000 

7, 397,  473 

1  Includes  abandonment  and  deficiency  payments. 

2  Estimate. 


Hawaii 


$4, 174,  800 
8, 594, 431 
8, 975, 615 
8, 851, 542 
8, 594,  533 
8, 147,  494 
8,  250,  816 

8,  210,  656 
8, 065, 079 
6,  574,  448 
8, 109, 124 
7, 628,611 
8, 437, 619 
8, 471,  294 
9, 143,  041 
9, 398, 138 

10, 155,  590 

9,  932,  469 
10,  535,  921 
10, 179, 146 
10,  052, 121 

7, 430,  239 


Puerto 

Rico 

Virgin 

Islands 

$9,  502, 122 

8,871,084 

10,  617,  743 

9, 568, 735 

11,231,588 

13, 122, 990 

$26, 320 

12,214,038 

56, 362 

13.061,033 

41,  380 

13,271,249 

56,027 

15,060,552 

60, 758 

15, 492,  292 

43,684 

17,  667,  677 

64, 142 

17,531,629 

65,  580 

17, 148,  914 

138,  510 

18,  928, 168 

97,  776 

10,  960,  951 

145, 120 

16,  698,  919 

170,  844 

10,  220,  824 

127,  750 

15,  953, 468 

135,  758 

14,  683,  659 

167, 144 

13,  516,  077 

193,  311 

14,  873,  728 

124,  999 

163,  872 

Total 


$36, 169, 363 

45,  8.50,  639 

46,  413,  730 
45,  568,  566 
43,  379,  554 
58, 022,  793 
45,  516,  249 
46,591,607 
51, 144,  034 
55, 973,  092 
62, 165, 370 
55, 770,123 

59,  704,  203 
67,  329,  393 

60,  536,  554 
59,  217, 440 
65,  606,  784 
67, 556, 993 
63,  334,  .535 
63,648.  611 
67,  375, 190 
66, 135,  439 


PRICES 

An  outstanding  feature  of  the  U.S.  sugar 
program  is  the  price  stability  it  has  brought 
to  our  domestic  sugar  market.  Although 
there  are  fluctuations,  they  are  within  a 
rather  narrow  range — reducing  uncertainties 
and  inventory  problems  for  consumers.  In¬ 
dustrial  users  of  sugar  are  not  compelled  to 
carry  excessive  sugar  stocks  as  a  hedge 
against  a  sudden  large  price  rise,  nor  do 
they  fear  that  the  value  of  the  working 
stocks  they  have  on  hand  will  suddenly 
shrink.  Similarly,  the  American  housewife 
can  reach  for  sugar  on  her  grocer’s  shelf  with 
confidence  not  only  that  it  will  be  there  but 
also  that  the  cost  will  continue  to  be  a  negli¬ 
gible  item  in  the  family  food  budget.  Both 
the  industrial  user  and  the  homewife  know 
that  the  price  of  sugar  in  the  United  States  is 
not  only  stable,  but  it  is  also  reasonable  by 
any  fair  standard  of  measurement. 


Tliis  has  not  always  been  the  case,  as  is 
demonstrated  by  table  5,  which  shows  the 
retail  price  of  refined  sugar  from  1913  until 
shortly  after  the  effective  date  of  the  1937 
Sugar  Act.  In  June  1920,  sugar  reached  a 
price  of  26.7  cents  per  pound,  and  the  whole 
period  1913-20  was  marked  by  steady  in¬ 
creases  in  sugar  prices,  combined  with  violent 
fluctuations.  Fluctuations  continued  during 
the  1920’s  with  a  generally  descending  trend 
in  prices  but  with  prices  for  the  first  7  years 
substantially  above  a  reasonable  level,  as 
compared  to  the  general  price  structure  and 
the  price  of  other  foods.  It  will  be  noted 
also  that  even  in  the  depression  years  of 
the  early  1930’s,  sugar  prices  did  not  respond 
downward  along  with  all  other  prices  and 
the  price  of  sugar  was  relatively  high  com¬ 
pared  both  to  the  general  price  level  and  con¬ 
sumer  income. 
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Table  5.  Refined  sugar,  retail  price  per  pound,  by  months,  1913-40 
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Year 

January 

February 

1913 . 

5.8 

5.5 

1914 . . . 

5.2 

5.2 

1915 _ _ 

6.0 

6.  5 

1916. . 

6.7 

6.9 

1917 . 

8.0 

8.  1 

1918 . 

9.5 

10.6 

1919 . 

10.8 

10.7 

1920 . . 

17.8 

18.8 

1921 . 

9.7 

8.9 

1922 . 

6.2 

6.4 

1923.. . 

8. 1 

8.5 

1924. . 

10.0 

10.  1 

1925 . 

7.  9 

7.5 

1926. . 

6.  5 

6.6 

1927 . . . 

7.4 

7.3 

1928.. . 

7.0 

7.0 

1929 . . 

6.6 

6.5 

1930... . . . 

6.6 

6.4 

1931... . . . . 

5.8 

5.8 

1932. . 

5.3 

5.3 

1933 . 

5.0 

4.9 

1934 . 

6.4 

5.4 

1935 _ _ _ _ 

5.4 

5.4 

1936... . 

5.7 

5.6 

1937. . 

5.6 

5.7 

1938 . 

5.5 

5.6 

1939 . . . 

5.2 

5.1 

1940 . . . . 

5.4 

5.3 

[Cents  per  pound] 


March 

April 

May 

5.4 

5.4 

5.4 

5. 1 

5.0 

6.0 

6.6 

6.7 

6.8 

7.5 

8.0 

8.6 

8.8 

9.6 

10.1 

9.2 

9.  1 

9.  1 

10.6 

10.6 

10.6 

18.7 

20.2 

25.4 

9.7 

9.7 

8.4 

6.5 

6.7 

6.6 

10.0 

10.3 

10.  9 

10.2 

9.7 

9.0 

7.4 

7.3 

7.0 

6.5 

6.5 

6.6 

7.3 

7.  1 

7. 1 

7.0 

7.0 

7. 1 

6.3 

6.3 

6.3 

6.3 

6.2 

6.2 

5.7 

5.6 

5.5 

5.2 

5.0 

4.9 

5.0 

5.0 

5.2 

5.4 

5.4 

5.4 

5.4 

5.4 

5.6 

5.5 

5.5 

5.6 

5.7 

5.7 

5.7 

5.5 

5.4 

5.4 

5.1 

5.1 

5.1 

5.3 

5.3 

5.2 

June 

July 

August 

5.3 

5.5 

5.6 

5. 1 

5.2 

7.9 

6.9 

7.0 

6.7 

8.7 

8.8 

8.5 

9.4 

9.2 

10.0 

9.1 

9.2 

9.3 

10.6 

10.9 

11.  1 

"  26.  7 

26.  5 

22.9 

7.8 

7.  1 

7.  5 

7.1 

7.6 

8.1 

10.9 

10.3 

9.  4 

8.  1 

8.2 

8.0 

6.9 

6.8 

6.8 

6.8 

6.8 

6.8 

7.  2- 

7.2 

7. 1 

7.1 

7.1 

6.9 

6.2 

6.3 

6.5 

6.0 

6.0 

5.9 

5.4 

5.5 

5.6 

4.8 

4.9 

5.0 

5.3 

5.4 

5.6 

5.4 

5.7 

5.7 

5.7 

5.8 

5.8 

5.6 

5.7 

5.7 

5.6 

5.5 

5.5 

5.3 

5.3 

5.2 

5.2 

5.2 

5.2 

5.2 

5.2 

5.1 

Table  6  shows  the  price  behavior  of  sugar 
since  the  effective  date  of  the  1937  Sugar 
Act.  Prices  shown  here  are  wholesale  prices 
for  refined  sugar  In  New  York.  Column  1 
shows  the  actual  cash  price  of  refined  sugar 
which  Increased  from  4.48  cents  per  pound 
in  1938  to  9.14  cents  per  pound  in  1959. 
Columns  2  and  3  show  the  index  of  prices 


of  all  foods  and  of  per  capita  disposable  in¬ 
come,  respectively,  and  it  will  be  noted  that 
both  of  these  categories  have  increased  sub¬ 
stantially  more  than  the  price  of  sugar. 
Column  4  shows  that  in  comparison  to  the 
price  of  all  foods,  and  of  disposable  income, 
sugar  is  substantially  cheaper  today  than  it 
was  at  the  start  of  the  sugar  quota  program. 


September 

October 

November 

December 

Annual 

average 

5.7 

5.  5 

5.4 

5.4 

5.5 

8.0 

7.2 

6.2 

6.1 

5.9 

6.  5 

6.  1 

6.6 

6.8 

6.6 

7.7 

8.2 

8.6 

8.3 

8.0 

9.9 

9.8 

9.  6 

9.  5 

9.3 

9.6 

10.6 

10.8 

10.8 

9.7 

11.0 

11.4 

12.  5 

14.  5 

11.3 

18.3 

13.9 

12.8 

10.  5 

19.4 

7.3 

6.9 

6.7 

6.5 

8.0 

7.  9 

7.9 

8.  1 

8.3 

7.3 

9.  4 

10.4 

10.0 

10.2 

9.  9 

8.4 

8.6 

8.6 

8.5 

9.0 

6.8 

6.6 

6.4 

6.6 

7.0 

6.8 

7.0 

7.0 

7. 1 

6.8 

7. 1 

7. 1 

7.0 

7.0 

7.2 

6.9 

6.8 

6.7 

6.6 

6.9 

6.6 

6.6 

6.6 

6.5 

6.4 

6.8 

5.7 

5.8 

5.8 

6.1 

5.  6 

5.5 

5.5 

5.4 

5.6 

5.0 

5.1 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.6 

5.6 

5.6 

5.5 

5.3 

5.7 

5.7 

5.6 

5.5 

5.5 

5.8 

5.8 

5.9 

5.8 

5.7 

5.6 

5.6 

5.5 

5.5 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 

5.6 

5.6 

5.6 

5. 1 

5.1 

5.2 

5.2 

5.3 

6.4 

6.2 

5.8 

5.6 

5.4 

5.1 

5.1 

5.1 

5.1 

5.2 

Related  to  the  price  of  all  foods,  sugar  was 
4.82  cents  per  pound  in  1939  and  only  4.17 
cents  per  pound  in  1959.  Related  to  dispos¬ 
able  personal  income,  sugar  was  4.57  cents 
per  pound  in  1938  and  is  down  to  2.48  cents 
per  pound  in  1959. 


Table  6. — Wholesale  prices  of  sugar  ( actual  and  adjusted),  prices  of  all  goods,  per  capita  disposable  income,  and  sugar  distribution 


Year 

(1) 

Sugar  price, 
net  cash. 
New  York 
(cents  per 
pound) 

(2) 

Prices  of 
all  foods 
(wholesale) 
(Index 
numbers, 
1935-39= 
100) 

(3) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
income 
(index 
numbers, 
1935-39= 
100) 

(4) 

Sugar  prices  adjusted 
for  change  in — 

(5) 

Sugar  distribution 

Prices  of 
all  foods 
(cents  per 
»  pound) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
income 
(cents  per 
pound) 

Total 

(1,000  short 
tons,  raw 
value) 

Per  capita 
(pounds, 
raw  value) 

1938 . . . . .  ... 

4.48 

93 

98 

4.82 

4.57 

6,643 

102 

1939 . . . . . . 

4.  58 

89 

105 

5.15 

4. 36 

6, 868 

105 

1940 . . . 

4.  33 

90 

112 

4. 81 

3. 87 

6,891 

104 

1941 . . . . . . 

4.92 

105 

136 

4.69 

3.62 

8,069 

1 121 

1942 . . . . . 

5.  45 

126 

169 

4.33 

3.22 

5,466 

1  81 

1943 . . . . . . . . . . . 

5.  49 

135 

190 

4.07 

2.89 

6,335 

93 

1944 . . . . . 

5.  46 

133 

206 

4.11 

2.  65 

7, 147 

103 

1945 . . . . . . . 

5.39 

134 

209 

4.02 

2.58 

6, 041 

86 

1946 . . . . . . 

6.34 

165 

221 

3.  84 

2.  87 

5,621 

80 

1947 . . . . . . . . 

8. 12 

206 

230 

3.  94 

3.53 

7,  448 

103 

1948 . 

7.60 

222 

251 

3.42 

3.03 

7,343 

100 

1949 . . . . . 

7.  81 

202 

247 

3.  87 

3.16 

7,  580 

102 

1950 . . . . 

7.84 

207 

266 

3.  79 

2.  95 

8,279 

109 

1951 . . . . . . 

8.  21 

232 

287 

3.54 

2.86 

7, 737 

100 

1952 . . . 

8. 45 

229 

296 

3.69 

2.  85 

8, 104 

103 

1953 . . . . . . . . . . 

8.  55 

219 

308 

3.90 

2.  78 

8,485 

106 

1954 . . 

8.  55 

218 

308 

3.92 

2.  78 

8,207 

101 

1955 . . . . . . . 

8.42 

212 

323 

3.97 

2.61 

8, 399 

102 

1956 . . . . . . 

8.  59 

212 

339 

4.05 

2.53 

8,  904 

106 

1957 . . . . . 

8. 97 

218 

350 

4.11 

2.56 

8,734 

102 

1958 . . . . . . . 

9.08 

230 

354 

3.  95 

2.56 

9,030 

104 

1959 . . . . . . . 

9.14 

219 

368 

4.17 

2.  48 

9,182 

103 

1  Unusually  large  distribution  during  1941  resulted  in  building  up  of  the  “invisible” 
supply  carried  over  in  1942  and  a  considerable  amount  of  sugar  distributed  during 
1941  was  actually  consumed  during  1942. 


A  comparison  of  current  retail  prices  in 
the  United  States  with  those  in  other  coun¬ 
tries  points  up  the  fairness  of  sugar  prices 
to  American  consumers  and  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  our  program  under  the  Sugar  Act. 
Such  a  comparison  of  prices  is  included  in 
a  study  recently  published  by  the  Pood  and 
Agriculture  Organization  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  in  its  Monthly  Bulletin  of  Agricultural 
Economics  and  Statistics  for  January  1960. 
This  report  shows  that  the  average  retail 
price  of  sugar  in  the  United  States — 11  cents 


a  pound  in  1957,  when  the  study  was  begun — 
is  nearly  5  cents  below  the  median  price  in 
121  nations  around  the  globe. 

Measuring  the  retail  price  of  sugar  on  the 
basis  of  wage  rates,  sugar  prices  in  the 
United  States  are  the  lowest  in  the  world. 
Two  independent  studies,  one  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Industrial  Conference  Board  and  one 
by  the  FAO,  referred  to  above,  show  that 
an  American  workman  needs  to  spend  less 
time  at  his  job,  than  a  workman  in  any  other 
nation  in  order  to  earn  enough  money  to 


buy  a  pound  of  sugar.  Table  7  is  from  the 
study  conducted  by  the  PAO.  It  shows  that 
in  1946,  a  bricklayer  in  the  United  States 
needed  to  work  only  4  minutes  to  buy  1  kilo¬ 
gram  (2.2  pounds)  of  sugar.  In  contrast, 
a  kilo  of  sugar  took  20  minutes'  work  in  the 
United  Kingdom,  24  minutes  in  France,  34 
minutes  of  work  in  the  Netherlands,  and 
82  minutes  of  work  in  Italy.  Not  shown  on 
the  table  is  the  U.S.SJt.,  where  it  takes  an 
estimated  324  minutes  of  work  to  buy  a 
kilogram  of  sugar. 
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Table  7. — Sugar — Worktime  cost  of  sugar  and  order  of  consumption,  worktime  cost  and  money  cost,  in  specified  countries,  1956 


Countries 

Currency 

Oetob 

Hourly 
wage  for 
brick¬ 
layers 

er  1956 

Retail 
price  of 
sugar  in 
national 
currency 

Work¬ 

time 

cost 

(min¬ 

utes) 

Con¬ 
sump¬ 
tion 
order  1 

Work¬ 

time 

cost 

order 

Money 

cost 

order 

(U.S. 

dollars) 

United  States. 

Dollars ... 

3.65 

0.233 

4 

53 

1 

38 

2.  26 

.  205 

5 

50 

2 

27 

Sweden . . 

Krona _ 

9.74 

1.  18 

7 

49 

•  3 

40 

Union  of  South 

Pence . 

88.50 

11.02 

8 

42 

4 

8 

Africa. 

Denmark.  . 

0re _ 

678. 00 

106.  50 

9 

56 

5 

13 

Norway. . . 

Krone _ 

7. 20 

1.  18 

10 

51 

6 

17 

Iceland . 

...do _ 

21.  89 

3.59 

10 

57 

7 

33 

Pence _ 

113. 00 

20. 13 

11 

54 

8 

21 

Israel . 

Prutot _ 

1, 178.  00 

270.  00 

13 

30 

9 

ii 

Pence _ 

22.  00 

5. 04 

13 

38 

10 

1 

New  Caledonia.. 

Franc  .... 

75.  00 

16.  00 

13 

45 

11 

41 

Netherlands 

Florins _ 

1.50 

.40 

16 

36 

12 

26 

Antilles. 

Peso . 

2. 15 

.56 

15 

40 

13 

10 

New  Zealand _ 

Pence . 

72.20 

19. 47 

16 

52 

14 

35 

Switzerland . 

Franc . 

3. 17 

.94 

18 

47 

15 

43 

Pence . 

51.  50 

15.  43 

18 

48 

16 

16 

British  Guiana.. 

cent _ 

49.00 

16.  53 

20 

43 

17 

3 

United  King- 

shilling _ 

4.  29 

1.43 

20 

55 

18 

28 

doin. 

Chile  . 

peso . 

120. 00 

43.  60 

22 

29 

19 

2 

10. 00 

4.  00 

24 

33 

20 

6 

France.  . . 

franc  3 _ 

252.00 

100.  60 

24 

26 

21 

46 

Fiji . . 

23. 00 

9.  92 

26 

35 

22 

5 

Belgium _ 

franc. . 

23.  58 

10.  85 

27 

28 

23 

30 

Cyprus . 

piaster.... 

28.30 

13.  04 

28 

21 

24 

23 

Trinidad . 

cent 2 _ 

44.00 

21.  40 

29 

37 

25 

7 

Malaya . 

...do . 

113. 00 

58.00 

31 

25 

26 

22 

Germany,  West. 

mark _  - 

2.31 

1.24 

32 

27 

27 

47 

Morocco. . 

175. 00 

94.  00 

32 

34 

28 

43 

Jamaica _ 

shilling  K. 

2.  41 

1.  33 

33 

31 

29 

19 

Countries 

Currency 

October  1950 

Work¬ 

time 

cost 

(min¬ 

utes) 

Con¬ 
sump¬ 
tion 
order  1 

Work¬ 

time 

cost 

order 

Money 

cost 

order 

(U.S. 

dollars) 

Hourly 
wage  for 
brick¬ 
layers 

Retail 
price  of 
sugar  to 
national 
currency 

Netherlands . 

florin . . 

1.37 

.  78 

34 

46 

30 

24 

Finland _ 

markka _ 

164.  00 

100.  40 

37 

44 

31 

57 

50  00 

30  no 

Lebanon . 

Piaster _ 

100.  00 

65'  00 

39 

18 

33 

29 

Guatemala . 

Centavo.. 

25.00 

17.40 

42 

23 

34 

15 

Mauritius _ 

66  00 

40  00 

42 

41 

35 

Tunisia _ 

116.  S.0 

92  00 

47 

20 

36 

Austria . 

Schilling.. 

7.  45 

5.96 

48 

39 

37 

36 

Taiwan . 

Dollar _ 

5.50 

4.  50 

49 

,  12 

38 

25 

Hong  Kong . 

...do . 

1. 10 

.97 

53 

24 

39 

14 

French  West 

Franc . 

59.  40 

53.50 

64 

9 

40 

43 

Africa. 

Spain _ 

cl  2  00 

n  00 

55 

13 

41 

Portugal . 

Escudo.... 

5.44 

5.  30 

58 

16 

42 

18 

St.  Lucia _ 

Cent _ 

27.  50 

26.  50 

58 

22 

43 

12 

Paraguay-  _ 

Guarani... 

13.80 

14.00 

60 

15 

44 

9 

Nigeria _ 

18.  00 

18  74 

62 

1 

45 

31 

Sierra  Leone _ 

-_.do _ 

18.30 

19.  86 

65 

6 

40 

37 

125.  00 

137  33 

66 

14 

47 

52 

Italy _ 

193. 00 

263  00 

•  82 

17 

48 

55 

Vietnam _ 

piaster.... 

9.  87 

14.50 

88 

5 

49 

54 

Madagascar . 

41.00 

60. 00 

88 

7 

50 

51 

Cameroons 

--.do . 

38.00 

60. 00 

95 

2 

51 

50 

(French  ad- 

ministration). 

Belgian  Congo. . 

...do. . 

6.60 

11.00 

100 

3 

62 

32 

Pakistan _ 

rupee  1 _ 

.69 

1.21 

105 

10 

53 

44 

Greece . . 

drachma. . 

6.  42 

11.56 

108 

n 

54 

53 

French  Equato- 

franc . 

35. 00 

74.00 

127 

4 

55 

56 

rial  Africa. 

Thailand. . 

baht . 

2. 15 

4.  63 

129 

8 

56 

39 

Ceylon . 

rupee 4 _ 

.57 

1.  48 

156 

19 

57 

49 

i  Including  noncentrifugal  sugar  at  60  percent  of  the  actual  weight  for  Malaya,  3  Transport  drivers. 

Guatemala,  Taiwan,  Japan,  Vietnam,  Pakistan,  and  Thailand.  '  4  The  relation  of  bricklayers’  wages  to  other  wages  in  Ceylon  seems  to  be  different 

Carpenters.  from  those  in  almost  all  other  countries;  this  makes  the  data  questionable. 


THE  WORLD  MARKET  AND  WORLD  PRICE  OP  SUGAR 

With  the  recent  interest  that  has  focused 
on  the  Sugar  Act,  there  is  obviously  a  wide¬ 
spread  and  unfortunate  misunderstanding 
about  the  price  paid  for  Cuban  sugar  and 
domestic  sugar  on  the  U.S.  market,  and  the 
price  of  sugar  on  the  so-called  world  market. 
The  very  use  of  the  terms  “world  price”  and 
“world  market”  is  a  misleading  use  of  words. 
Only  about  12  percent  of  the  world’s  sugar 
production  is  traded  on  the  misnamed 
“world  market.”  This  is  essentially  un¬ 
wanted  sugar  and  the  trading  in  this  small 
part  of  the  world’s  sugar  supply  cannot  and 
does  not  establish  a  true  world  price  or  re¬ 
flect  the  actual  value  of  sugar. 

Word  consumption  of  sugar  now  amounts 
to  about  52  million  tons  a  year.  Of  this 
amount,  some  38  million  tons  are  consumed 
in  the  countries  where  it  is  produced.  In 
nearly  all  instances,  as  in  the  United  States, 
because  of  the  essentiality  of  the  product 
it  is  produced  under  some  kind  of  national 
control,  bounty,  or  subsidy  system.  This 
leaves  14  million  tons  to  be  consumed  out¬ 
side  the  countries  of  production.  Of  this  14 
million  tons,  8  million  tons  are  traded  under 


the  terms  and  provisions  of  special  systems, 
including  the  British  Commonwealth  sugar 
system,  the  French  sugar  program,  and  the 
U.S.  sugar  program.  This  leaves  only  6  mil¬ 
lion  tons  for  trading  in  the  so-called  world 
market. 

In  the  truest  sense  of  the  word,  this  sugar 
is  homeless  sugar;  it  has  no  specific  place  to 
go.  It  is  traded  on  a  “residual  market.” 
Since  it  is  a  residual  market,  and  since  world 
production  usually  tends  to  exceed  world 
consumption,  it  is  also  normally  a  very  de¬ 
pressed  market.  However,  because  of  the 
very  character  of  this  so-called  world  market 
it  is  an  extremely  volatile  market  reacting 
violently  to  international  tensions  or  to 
changes  in  supply  and  demand.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  during  the  disturbed  situation  brought 
on  by  the  Suez  crisis  and  the  events  in  Hun¬ 
gary  3  years  ago,  the  price  on  this  market 
nearly  doubled  in  60  days.  Throughout  the 
latter  half  of  1950  and  almost  all  of  1951 
this  so-called  world  price  was  higher  than 
the  U.S.  price,  reaching  a  differential  above 
the  U.S.  price  of  1.85  cents  per  pound  in 
June  1951.  A  similar  situation  prevailed  in 
the  1957  period,  above  referred  to,  when  the 


world  price  went  from  $2.07  per  hundred 
pounds  below  the  U.S.  price  in  October  1956 
to  $1.34  above  the  U.S.  price  in  April  1957. 

The  assumption,  therefore,  that  the  United 
States  could  buy  its  sugar  cheaper  on  the 
world  market  than  it  is  obtaining  it  under 
the  Sugar  Act  is  not  necessarily  valid.  Not 
only  would  American  consumers  be  the  vic¬ 
tims  of  the  wild  price  fluctuations  and  sup¬ 
ply  uncertainties  of  the  world  sugar  market, 
that  market  might  very  well  be  higher  than 
the  existing  American  price  under  our  quota 
system  for  two  reasons;  (1)  Our  domestic 
sugar  production  would  drop  substantially 
(possibly  even  disappear)  without  the  pro¬ 
tection  and  benefit  of  the  Sugar  Act;  and 
(2)  our  annual  consumption  of  sugar  is 
greater  than  the  normal  residual  in  the  so- 
called  world  market  and  the  competition  of 
the  United  States  in  this  world  market  would 
almost  inevitably  result  in  a  very  sharp  in¬ 
crease  in  the  so-called  world  price. 

Table  8  shows  how  thin  this  so-called 
world  market  is.  It  shows  the  total  carry¬ 
over  of  sugar  in  all  major  producing  areas 
from  one  crop  to  the  next  for  the  past  10 
years. 


Table  8.—  Stocks  of  centrifugal  sugar,  beginning  of  new  grind,  in  selected  countries,  seasons  1950-61  to  1959-60 


[1,000  short  tons,  raw  value] 


Country 

Date 1 

Sugarmaking  season 

1950-51 

1951-52 

1952-63 

1953-54 

1954-55 

1955-56 

1956-57 

1957-58 

1958-69 

1959-60  2 

Indonesia . 

May  1 
May  1 
June  1 

0 

64 

23 

286 

132 

38 

18 

54 

33 

46. 

40 

235 

38 
46 

142 

256 

188 

39 
74 

256 

49 

85 

147 

40 

46 

50 

Union  of  South  Africa _ 

29 

.  50 

29 

34 

25 

74 

Argentina . 

116 

Brazil . 

June  1 
July  1 
Oct.  1 
Oct.  1 
Oct.  1 
Oct.  1 
Oct.  1 
Nov.  1 

184 

104 

255 

107 

180 

62 

441 

24 

424 

368 

Australia _ 

622 

Belgium _ _ 

135 

158 

195 

157 

189 

Denmark _ 

21 

24 

15 

24 

41 

France _ 

14 

21 

25 

33 

130 

Netherlands . _ 

225 

103 

78 

88 

147 

Philippines . 

30 

24 

34 

01 

80 

160 

Dominican  Republic  . 

11 

173 

103 

148 

82 

98 

232 

India . 

158 

20 

93 

209 

604 

69 

089 

663 

550 

403 

150 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Table  8.  Stocks  of  centrifugal  sugar,  beginning  of  new  grind,  in  selected  countries,  seasons  1950-51  to  1959-60 — Continued 

[1,000  short  tons,  raw  value] 


Country 

Date  1 

Sugarmaking  season 

1950-51 

1951-52 

1052-53 

1953-54 

1954-55 

1955-56 

1956-57 

1957-58 

1958-59 

1959-60  2 

Mexico . . . . 

63 

*66 

327 

1 

70 

161 
’  *36 

322 

1 

108 

217 

66 

2,322 

266 

268 

53 

2,142 

1 

117 

347 

71 

1,786 

150 

176 

4  727 

295 

3371 

Taiwan _ _ _ 

506 

Cuba _ _ _ _ 

<  1, 671 

3 

116 

83 

155 

Haiti . . 

‘  852 

4  777 

<  1,554 

Peru _ _ _ _ 

Jan.  1 

98 

5 

87 

3 

143 

1 

96 

3 

8 

129 

99 

Total . 

1,132 

1,401 

3, 959 

3, 097 

3,970 

4,  240 

2, 884 

2, 981 

2,852 

4.  736 

1  All  stock  carryover  dates,  except  for  Jan.  1,  apply  to  the  1st  year  mentioned  at  the 
head  of  each  column. 

2  Preliminary. 

[*  Probably  Oct.  1. 

*  Cuba  stocks  include  prior  shipments  under  bond  in  the  United  States  for  quota 
charge  in  the  following  calendar  years  as  follows:.  1953-54  ,  31,000  tons;  1956-57,  24  000 
tons;  1957-58,  102,000  tons;  1958-59,  174,000  tons;.  1959-60,  206,000  tons. 


Source:  Foreign  Agricultural  Service— prepared  or  estimated  on  the  basis  of  official 
statistics  of  foreign  governments,  other  foreign  source  materials,  reports  of  U.S.  agri¬ 
cultural  attaches  and  Foreign  Service  officers,  results  of  office  research  and  related 
information 


THE  “QUOTA  PREMIUM” 

The  difference  between  the  so-called  world 
price  and  the  U.S.  price  has  on  occasions 
been  called  the  quota  premium,  or  more 
popularly  the  subsidy  in  our  sugar  pro¬ 
gram.  This  approach  is  carried  even  further 
to  say  that  the  amount  of  protection  or 
subsidy  involved  in  the  American  sugar  pro¬ 
gram  is  the  amount  of  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  two  prices,  multiplied  by  the 
amount  of  sugar  purchased.  This  is  an  ex¬ 
aggerated  statement  of  the  protection  af¬ 
forded  by  the  Sugar  Act  and  is  such  an 
oversimplification  of  a  basically  complicated 
economic  situation  as  to  be  misleading.  It 


is  obvious  that  the  amount  of  quota  pre¬ 
mium  or  subsidy,  if  one  exists,  is  not  the 
difference  between  the  U.S.  price  and  the 
so-called  world  price  with  the  Sugar  Act  in 
effect,  it  is  the  difference  between  the  price 
received  by  supplying  areas  for  their  sugar 
now  and  the  price  they  would  receive  if  we 
had  no  sugar  program. 

Even  under  the  orderly  marketing  system 
brought  about  by  our  Sugar  Act,  it  is  ob¬ 
vious  that  this  so-called  quota  premium  has 
not  been  a  one-way  street.  The  U.S.  price 
has  not  always  been  above  the  so-called 
world  price  for  Cuban  sugar  but  our  sup¬ 
plies  have  continued  uninterrupted.  Table 


9  shows  this  relationship  on  a  yearly  aver¬ 
age  basis  from  1934  through  1947.  Table  10 
shows  the  same  relationship,  in  slightly  dif¬ 
ferent  form,  by  months  for  the  year  1948-59. 

During  the  war  and  Immediate  postwar 
years  of  the  1940’s,  the  United  States  pur¬ 
chased  virtually  the  entire  Cuban  sugar  pro¬ 
duction.  As  is  indicated  by  the  last  col¬ 
umn  on  table  9,  we  obtained  this  sugar 
(and  also  the  sugar  purchased  from  domes¬ 
tic  producing  areas)  at  substantially  less 
than  the  world  price.  Table  10  shows  the 
months  dining  the  Korean  conflict  and  dur¬ 
ing  the  Suez  incident  when  the  world  price 
was  higher  than  the  U.S.  price. 


Table  9. — Quota  premiums  and  discounts:  Comparison  of  Cuban  price,  per  pound,  of  sugar  for  shipment  to  United  States  and  world 

market,  annual  average,  1934-47 


[Cents] 


U.S.  price, 

Freight  and 
insurance, 

Price  for  shipment  to— 

Difference, 
U.S.  price 

Year  and  month 

c.i.f.  basis, 
New  York 

Cuba  to 
New  York 

United 

States 

World 

market 

from  world 
price 

1934 . 

1.60 

0. 13 

1.37 

0. 91 

0. 46 

1935 . 

2. 33 

.12 

2. 21 

.88 

1.33 

1936 . 

2. 69 

.13 

2.  56 

.88 

1.68 

1937 . 

2.64 

.19 

2. 35 

1. 13 

1.22 

1938 . 

2. 04 

.14 

1.90 

1.00 

.90 

1939 . . 

1.91 

.17 

1.74 

1.43 

.31 

1940 . 

1.89 

.22 

1.67 

i.  n 

.56 

Year  and  month 

U.S.  price, 
c.i.f.  basis, 
New  York 

Freight  and 
insurance, 
Cuba  to 
New  York 

Price  for  sh 

United 

States 

lpment  to — 

World 

market 

Difference, 
U.S.  price 
from  world 
price 

1941.. . 

2. 48 

0.39 

2. 09 

1.  46 

63 

1942 . 

2.99 

.51 

2.  48 

2.69 

-.21 

1943. . 

2.99 

.53 

2.  46 

2. 69 

-.23 

1944 _ _ __ 

2.99 

.40 

2.59 

2.  69 

-.  10 

1945. . 

3.00 

.35 

2.  65 

3. 14 

-.49 

1946 . 

3.86 

.44 

3.  42 

4.24 

-.82 

1947. . 

6.46 

.49 

4.  97 

5. 03 

-.06 

Table  10. — Quota  premiums  and  discounts— Comparison  of  Cuban  price  of  raw  sugar  for  shipment  to  United  States  and  to  world  markets, 

f.a.s.,  Cuba,  cents  per  pound 


Year 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

Septem¬ 

ber 

October 

Novem¬ 

ber 

Decem¬ 

ber 

Monthly 

average 

For  shipment  to  United  States 

1948  _ 

4.68 

4.57 

4.50 

4.  45 

4.25 

4.  44 

4.  79 

4. 87 

4.78 

4.77 

4.80 

4.  75 

4.64 

1949 . . 

4.78 

4.72 

4.77 

4.  73 

4.89 

4.97 

4.96 

5.05 

5.20 

5.21 

5.12 

4.94 

4.94 

1950 . . . 

4.91 

4.75 

4.70 

4.68 

4.87 

4.  95 

5.22 

5.  39 

6.40 

6.41 

5.38 

5. 39 

5.09 

1951 . . 

6.12 

4.95 

4.92 

4.86 

5.38 

5.56 

5.  29 

5.03 

5. 02 

4.  94 

4.98 

4.  78 

5.07 

1952 . 

4.82 

4.79 

5.18 

5. 33 

5.29 

5.53 

5.  61 

5.58 

5.67 

6.72 

5.  55 

5.17 

5.  35 

1953 . . . 

5.19 

5.  31 

5.  45 

5.45 

5.  46 

6.52 

5.56 

5.  55 

5.  59 

6.  57 

5.29 

5.15 

5.43 

1954 . . 

5.15 

5.  18 

5.29 

5.28 

5.22 

5.  28 

6.  32 

5. 23 

5.14 

5.11 

5.25 

5.02 

5.  21 

1955 . 

5. 01 

5.00 

4.  91 

4.  91 

5. 04 

5. 10 

6. 08 

5.06 

5.02 

6.03 

4.94 

4.87 

5.00 

1956 . . 

4.93 

4.94 

5.-01 

5.01 

5.01 

5.01 

5.10 

5. 10 

5.11 

5.  31 

5.34 

5.34 

5.10 

1957 . . . — 

6. 31 

5.07 

5.15 

5. 12 

5.  41 

5.59 

5.52 

5.24 

5.30 

6.36 

5. 27 

5.30 

6.  30 

1958 . . 

5. 31 

5.31 

F>  1.8 

5.18 

6. 35 

5.  41 

5.41 

5.  43 

6.  42. 

5.52 

5.59 

5.46 

5. 55 

5. 41 

4  97 

6. 01 

5.38 

5.  41 

5.  41 

5.  61 

5.65 

1  6.66 

For  shipment  to  world 

1948 

3.96 

4.24 

4.26 

,4.43 

4.27 

4.06 

4. 10 

4.41 

4.39 

4.32 

4.27 
4.33 
6.58 
4.83 
4.00 
3. 10 
3.26 
3.19 
3.92 
3.  63 
3.42 

4.03 
4.  39 
5.36 

4.84 

3.84 
3.27 
3.19 
3. 16 
4.77 
3.87 
3.64 

4.  23 

1949 . . . . - . - . 

4.00 

3.  95 

4.17 

4.09 

4.04 

4.08 

4.13 

4.20 

4. 19 

4. 33 

4.  16 

4.98 
5.67 
4.  17 
3.41 
3.  26 
3.24 
3. 48 
5.16 
3.50 

1950  . . . 

4.62 

4.47 

4.44 

4.  37 

4.21 

4.21 

4.89 

5.  83 

5.  88 

6. 84 

1951  _ _ - . 

5.22 

4.  96 

5.  48 

5.  57 

6.  62 

7.41 

6.75 

5.  61 

6.  52 

5.  28 

1952  . . . 

4.  54 

4.38 

4.30 

4.30 

4.24 

4. 17 

4. 16 

4. 05 

4.  00 

4.01 
3.15 
3.25 
3.28 
3.24 
4.03 
3.41 
>3. 14 

1953. . 

3.55 

3.52 

3.  27 

3.  38 

3.65 

3.  62 

3.60 

3.  53 

3.29 
3. 21 

1954  . 

3.30 

3.  39 

3.  28 

3.  36 

3.  32 

3.  27 

3. 13 

3. 18 

1955  . . . 

3. 17 

3.17 

3.22 

3.31 

3.  38 

3.26 

3.22 

3.22 

3.27 
3.24 
4.  55 
3.48 
3.09 

1956  . 

3.  26 

3.28 

3.34 

3.31 

3.  36 

3.36 

3. 40 

3.34 

1957  . 

5.83 

6.80 

6.17 

6.  40 

6.02 

6. 12 

5.27 

4. 13 

1958 . 

3.  74 

3.  55 

3.42 

3.45 

3.47 

3.42 

3.60 

3. 46 
2. 78 

1959 . . . . . 

3.27 

3. 11 

3.  05 

2.88 

2.94 

2.  81 

2. 66 

Footnote  at  end  of  table 
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Table  10. — Quota  premiums  and  discounts — Comparison  of  Cuban  price  of  raw  sugar  for  shipment  to  United  States  and  to  world  markets, 

f.a.s.  Cuba,  cents  per  pound — Continued 


Year 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

Septem¬ 

ber 

October 

Novem¬ 

ber 

Decem¬ 

ber 

Monthly 

average 

1948  . - . 

1949  . . . 

1950  . . . . . 

19511 _ _ 

1952  . . . . . 

1953  . . . . . . 

1954  _ _ _ _ 

1955  _ _ _ _ _ 

1956  _ _ _ _ _ 

1957  _ _ _ 

1958  _ _ _ _ 

1959  . . 

Difference— U.S.  price  from  world  price 

+.72 
+.  78 
+.29 
-.10 
+.28 
+1.  64 
+1.85 
+1.84 
+1.67 
-.52 
+1.57 
+2.00 

+.33 
+.  77 
+.28 
-.01 
+.41 
+1.79 
+1.79 
+1.83 
+1.  66 
-.73 
+1.76 
+2.02 

+.24 
+.60 
+.  26 
-.56 
+.88 
+2. 18 
+2.  01 
+  1.69 
+1.  67 
-1.02 
+1.76 
+1.  92 

+.02 
+.64 
+.31 
-.71 
+1.03 
+2.  07 
+1.92 
+1.60 
+1.70 
-1.34 
+1.90 
+2.13 

-.02 
+.85 
+.66 
-1.24 
+1.05 
+1.81 
+  1.90 
+1.66 
+1.65 
-.61 
+1.94 
+2.44 

+.  38 
+.89 
+.74 
-1.85 
+1.36 
+1.90 
'  +2.01 
+1.84 
+1.  65 
-.53 
+1.99 
+2.60 

+.69 
+.83 
+.33 
-1.  46 
+  1.45 
+1.96 
+2.19 
+1.86 
+1.70 
+.  25 
+  1.93 
+2.75 

+.46 

+.85 

-.44 

-.58 

+1.53 

+2.02 

+2.05 

+1.84 

+1.76 

+1.11 

+1.96 

+2.73 

+.39 
+1.01 
-.48 
-.50 
+1.  67 
+2.30 
+1.93 
+1.75 
+1.  87 
+.75 
+2.04 
+2.56 

+.45 
+.88 
-.  43 
-.34 
+1.71 
+2.  42 
+1.86 
+1.75 
+2.  07 
+1.33 
+2.18 

1  +2.  52 

+.53 
+.  79 
-.20 
+.15 
+1.55 
+2.19 
+1.99 
+1.75 
+1.42 
+1.64 
+2.04 

+.72 
+.  55 
+.03 
-.  06 
+1.33 
+1.88 
+1.83 
+1.71 
+.  57 
+1.43 
+1.91 

+.41 
+.  78 
+.11 
-.60 
+1.18 
+2.02 
+1.95 
+1.76 
+1.62 
+.  14 
+1.  91 

1 1st  15  days. 


BENEFITS  TO  DOMESTIC  PRODUCERS 

Table  11  shows  the  details  of  the  manner 
In  which  the  Sugar  Act  has  achieved  one 
of  its  three  basic  objectives — that  of  assur¬ 


ing,  as  a  matter  of  national  security,  the 
production  of  a  substantial  portion  of  our 
sugar  requirements  in  domestic  areas.  This 
table  shows,  by  areas,  for  the  years  1955 
through  1959  the  acreage,  production,  and 


deliveries  of  sugar,  the  extent  to  which  the 
various  areas  have  filled  their  assigned 
quotas,  and  the  rate  of  Sugar  Act  payments 
to  producers  in  those  areas. 


Table  11. — Selected  data  for  domestic  sugar  producing  areas,  on  acreage,  production,  quotas,  and  payments,  1955-60 

[All  tons  are  raw  value] 


Domestic  area  and  crop  year 

Acreage  1 
harvested 

Yields  sugar 
per  acre 

Production 

Quota 

Unfilled  quota 

for  sugar 

harvested 

of  sugar 

charges 

Basic 

Adjusted 

Sugar  beet: 

1955 . . . . . . 

Thousands  of 
acres 

744 

789 

882 

895 

901 

950 

Tons 

2. 33 
2.50 
2.  51 
2.  47 
2.  57 
2.53 

Thousands  of 
tons 

Tons 

1, 797, 327 
1, 955, 252 
2, 065, 687 
2,  239, 852 
2, 242, 188 

Tons 

2,673 

0 

Tons 

2,673 

149 

5,007 

2  102,  636 
25, 477 

1956 . . . . . 

1,971 

1957—. . . . 

1958 . . 

0 

0 

1959 . . . . 

2,313 

2,400 

572 

1960  estimate _ _ 

Mainland  sugar  cane: 

1955— . . . 

267 

233 

259 

253 

290 

310 

2.14 
2.  39 
2.  05 
2.  28 
2.11 
2.  26 

499,  623 

377 

0 

377 
327 
1,487 
40, 253 
119,  566 

1956.... . . . 

1957... . . . ____ . 

635,  685 

1958 . 

0 

50,  582 

1959 . . . 

578, 217 

1960  estimate . . 

700 

Puerto  Rico: 

1954-55 _ _ 

361 

353 

362 
333 
364 

354 

3.23 

1, 079,  562 
1, 134, 769 
912, 571 
823, 034 
957,  580 

438 

6,329 

7,429 

0 

12,  295 

1955-56 . . 

5,484 
224,  416 
343, 341 
234, 918 

1956-57 . . 

2.73 
2.  80 

1957-58. . . . 

1958-59 _ _ _ _ 

1,  087 
1,050 

1959-60  estimate _ 

2. 97 

Hawaii: 

1955 _ _ _ 

106 

107 

107 

84 

110 

110 

1, 052,  004 
1, 091,  282 
1, 036,  763 
630, 175 
976,  852 

0 

0 

50,  610 
536,  200 
215,  646 

0 
23 
23,  237 
69,  825 
1,118 

1956 . . 

i,  ioo 

1,085 

1957 . . 

1958... . . . 

1959... . 

I960.... . 

8.  86 

975 

Virgin  Islands: 

1955 _ 

9,942 
12,  535 
14,  753 
6,093 

2, 058 
3,014 
752 
9,812 
3,  959 

2,058 

1956 _ _ 

5 

1957.... . 

0 

1958. . 

0 

1959... . 

7 

1960  estimate. . 

4 

1.90 

8 

103 

All  domestic  areas: 

1955 . . 

1  48ft 

4,  438,  458 
4,  795,  207 
4,  665,  459 
4,  379,  706 
4,  767, 139 

5,542 
6,293 
122,  291 
531,  794 
254,  361 

5,542 
6,293 
37, 160 

2  204,  687 

1956 . . 

1957 .  . 

1958 . .  . 

1959 .  . 

4,999 

5,133 

1960  estimate _ 

1,728 

2.97 

158,  559 

Jan.  1  effec¬ 
tive  inven¬ 
tory 

Rateof  Sugar 
Act  pay¬ 
ments  per 
ton  of  sugar 

Thousands  of 
tons 

Dollars 

1,628 

$16.  82 

1,547 

15.87 

1,529 

16.43 

1,669 

16.42 

1,640 

16.36 

1,709 

16.36 

396 

13.30 

465 

13. 16 

346 

13.67 

244 

12.78 

140 

13.  40 

175 

13.40 

163 

13.92 

138 

13.85 

44 

14.83 

6 

14.  47 

7 

13.68 

8 

14.14 

6 

9.24 

49 

9.25 

14 

9.26 

18 

9.  71 

114 

9.  25 

80 

9.25 

13.28 

12. 97 

12.80 

20.  16 

13.11 

13.05 

2, 193 

13.  77 

2,  199 

13.  54 

1,  933 

14. 18 

1,937 

14.41 

1,901 

14.02 

1,  972 

14. 15 

1  National  acreage  allocations  in  years  when  production  was  restricted  with 

(314)-  (286);  1956’  259  (253);  1957' 296 


2  50,000  tons  reallotted  to  Cuba,  Nov.  13,  1958,  but  included  in  this  figure. 

3  Individual  farm  proportionate  share  established  in  hundredweight  of  sugar  totaled 
1,214,000  tons  for  1954-55  crop  and  1,222,000  tons  for  1955-56  crop. 


Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Utah. 

Mr.  DIXON.  There  is  one  point  I 
think  the  gentleman  should  clear  up. 
With  Cuba  selling  a  million  tons  of  Rus¬ 
sia  for  less  than  3  cents,  and  possibly  a 
half-million  tons  to  Red  China,  and 
other  sales,  with  the  possibility  of  Cuba 


having  a  reduced  production  of  about  a 
million  tons,  is  not  our  concern  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  getting  more  sugar  for  our  own 
consumption  here? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Why,  certainly.  This 
bill  would  adequately  protect  the  con¬ 
sumers  of  America  and  we  can  be  as¬ 
sured  of  an  adequate  supply  of  sugar  at 
all  times  if  this  bill  passes,  and  at  rea¬ 
sonable  prices. 


Mr.  DIXON.  It  would  permit  us  to 
buy  sugar  from  other  neighbors  who  are 
very  kind  to  us? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes;  and  I  would  like 
to  see  us  buy  some  from  the  other  coun¬ 
tries,  but  we  gave  preference  to  the 
countries  named  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  DIXON.  It  would  enable  us  to 
produce  more  domestically  to  protect 
ourselves? 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you 
are  very  much  aware,  the  present  4-year 
Sugar  Act  expires  at  the  end  of  this  year 
and  so  action  must  be  taken  immedi¬ 
ately  to  extend  the  act.  One  of  my  ma¬ 
jor  objectives  in  this  Congress  has  been 
getting  the  Sugar  Act  extended.  Sugar 
legislation  this  year  is  clouded  by  the 
unfortunate  events  occurring  in  Cuba. 
The  kind  of  law  enacted  in  this  Con¬ 
gress  must  reflect  our  considered  judg¬ 
ment  as  to  what  is  best  for  the  interests 
of  the  United  States  in  the  international 
field,  as  well  as  in  domestic  affairs. 

Any  discussion  of  our  sugar  program 
must  give  recognition  to  the  world  sugar 
situation.  Probably  no  other  commod¬ 
ity  is  produced  and  marketed  under  such 
widespread  national  and  international 
controls  as  is  sugar.  The  reason  is  that 
this  vital  commodity  is  of  such  deep 
concern  to  the  economic  and  physical 
well-being  of  nations  throughout  the 
world. 

Our  own  system  was  devised  with 
three  main  objectives  in  mind: 

First.  To  assure  American  consumers 
an  adequate  supply  of  sugar  at  reason¬ 
able  prices. 

Second.  To  encourage  foreign  trau6. 

Third.  To  provide  a  healthy  econolnic 
clipiate  for  a  competitive  domestic  sugar 
industry. 

:  These  fundamental  purposes  have 
been  kept  in  mind  by  the  Congress 
through  all  the  changes  which  have 
been  made  in  the  mechanics  of  the  law 
to  fit  the  changing  needs  of  changing 
times  during  the  last  quarter  century. 
During  all  this  time  the  U.S.  sugar  pro¬ 
gram  has  indeed  fulfilled  these  objec¬ 
tives. 

Never  once  have  American  housewives 
or  the  great  industrial  users  of  sugar  had 
to  fear  that  there  would  be  no  sugar 
available  for  them  or  that  prices  would 
suddenly  skyrocket  out  of  reach.  These 
factors  have  contributed  immeasurably 
to  the  stability  of  the  sugar-consuming 
industries  which  now  require  approxi¬ 
mately  65  percent  of  all  the  sugar  used 
in  the  United  States. 

The  U.S.  sugar  program  has  been  ad¬ 
ministered  with  the  interests  of  con¬ 
sumers  a  prime  consideration.  At  the 
retail  level  the  price  of  sugar  has  trailed 
behind  the  average  rise  in  the  prices  of 
all  foods  occurring  in  our  expanding 
economy  during  the  last  qu aider  century. 

Our  foreign  trade  has  been  enhanced 
by  provisions  in  the  Sugar  Act  which  re¬ 
serve  more  than  40  percent  of  our  huge 
annual  sugar  market  for  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers.  There  is  no  other  legislation,  to 
my  knowledge,  which  specifically  re¬ 
serves  such  a  huge  American  market  for 
foreign  countries.  Obviously  the  nations 
which  sell  sugar  to  us  obtain  dollars 
which  help  to  make  those  countries 
prime  markets  for  our  own  exporting  in¬ 
dustries. 

In  marked  contrast  to  the  successive 
eras  of  feast  and  famine,  of  prosperity 
and  depression,  of  profit  and  loss,  which 
plagued  the  domestic  sugar  industry  be¬ 
fore  1934,  the  stability  maintained  by  the 
Sugar  Act  has  helped  to  provide  a  satis¬ 
factory  climate  for  a  healthy,  competi¬ 
tive  U.S.  sugar  industry.  The  Sugar  Act 


has  encouraged  efficiency  of  production. 
Certain  segments  of  domestic  producers 
have  no  peer  elsewhere  in  the  world  in 
the  amount  of  sugar  produced  per  man¬ 
hour  of  human  labor  or  per  unit  of  land 
resources — acre  or  hectare — used  for 
growing  the  crop.  The  domestic  beet 
sugar  industry,  with  which  I  am  most 
familiar,  last  year  produced  more  than 
2,300,000  tons  of  sugar  from  sugar  beets 
harvested  on  906,000  acres  of  land.  In 
1933,  the  year  before  the  sugar  program 
was  first  initiated,  983,000  harvested 
acres  were  required  to  produce  1,700,000 
tons  of  sugar.  Thus,  during  the  course 
of  the  act,  we  have  learned  to  produce  35 
percent  more  sugar  from  8  percent  fewer 
acres  of  land.  . 

During  the  last  10  years,  sugar  beet 
growers  have  on  the  average  reduced  by 
more  than  25  percent  the  amount  of  hu¬ 
man  labor  required  in  the  beet  fields  to 
produce  the  raw  material  for  a  ton  of 
sugar.  In  our  scientific  laboratories,  in 
our  experimental  plots  of  ground,  and 
in  our  research  greenhouses,  are  new  de¬ 
velopments  which  will  result  in  still  fur-’*" 
ther  gains  in  production  efficiency.  I 
refer  to  §ucii  advancements  as  new 
of  monogefm  seeds  which  con¬ 
tain  the  potential  of  a  further  15  to  20 
percent  gain  in  production  efficiency 
above  present  high  levels.  These  seeds 
are  now  coming  into  widespread  com¬ 
mercial  planting  for  the  first  time  this 
year. 

Coincidental  with  such  outstanding 
developments  in  the  fields  of  genetics 
are  similar  advancements  in  the  fields 
of  mechanical  engineering  and  chem¬ 
istry.  Together  they  will  result  in  a  fur¬ 
ther  reduction  of  labor  required  to  pro¬ 
duce  a  crop  and  eventually  complete 
mechanization  of  sugar  beet  production. 
Ingenious  mechanical  thinners  with  re¬ 
volving  blades  now  do  much  of  the 
spring  and  summer  work  which  human 
hands  formerly  had  to  perform.  The 
sugar  beet  harvest,  another  operation 
formerly  performed  by  hand,  now  is  100 
percent  mechanized. 

Remarkably  well  though  the  sugar 
program  has  worked,  Castroism  has  de- 
*  liberately  sought  to  disturb  American 
public  opinion  about  it.  Not  only  has 
Castro  arrogantly  issued  slanted  propa¬ 
ganda,  which  he  has  had  the  effrontery 
to  distribute  to  all  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  but  he  has  entered  into  sugar  deals 
with  his  comrades  in  Russia  which  will 
result  in  exploiting  the  Cuban  people  for 
Russia’s  benefit. 

It  should  be  realized  that  there  is 
virtually  no  such  thing  as  a  true  free 
market  for  sugar  anywhere  in  the  world. 
The  current  rate  of  sugar  production  in 
the  world  today  is  about  55  million  tons 
a  year.  Of  this  amount  approximately 
38  million  tons  are  consumed  or  stored 
in  the  countries  of  production.  Another 
11  million  tons  are  exported  under 
preferential  marketing  arrangements 
such  as  the  British  Commonwealth  sys¬ 
tem,  the  French  community  system,  and 
the  U.S.  sugar  program.  Marketing  of 
nearly  all  of  the  remaining  6  million 
tons  is  affected  by  the  International 
Sugar  Agreement,  to  which  the  35  major 
exporting  and  importing  nations  in  the 
world  adhere. 


The  sugar  which  finds  its  way  to  the 
so-called  world  market  is  in  reality 
homeless  sugar.  Since  sugar  production 
in  the  world  normally  exceeds  sugar 
consumption,  the  so-called  world  mar¬ 
ket  is  usually  a  depressed  market.  The 
so-called  world  price,  therefore,  is  in 
reality  a  dumping-ground  price  and 
cannot  truthfully  be  said  to  reflect  the 
true  value  of  sugar.  When  Mikoyan 
completed  his  deal  with  Castro  at  the 
so-called  world  market  price,  some 
months  ago,  he  was  therefore  taking  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  Cuban  people,  buying 
sugar  at  less  than  the  cost  of  produc¬ 
tion. 

The  price  at  which  raw  sugar  is  pro¬ 
duced  or  purchased  has  little  relation¬ 
ship,  in  many  countries  of  the  world,  to 
the  retail  price  of  sugar  to  the  house¬ 
wife.  According  to  information  I  have 
recently  obtained,  the  Russian  house¬ 
wife  is  not  receiving  any  of  the  benefit 
of  Mikoyan’s  raw  sugar  deal  vriTh  Castro. 
In  Moscow  and  other  major  cities  of  the 
UJB.fg.R,,  the  retail  price  of  sugar  aver¬ 
ages  about  4.27  rubles  per  pound.  At 
the  official  rate  of  exchange,  four  rubles 
for  $1,  this  would  put  the  price  of  sugar 
to  the  Russian  housewife  at  $1.06,  Amer¬ 
ican  money,  per  pound.  At  the  more 
generous  10  to  1  tourist  rate  of  ex¬ 
change,  the  price  of  sugar  to  the  Russian 
housewife  is  42.7  American  cents,  nearly 
43  American  cents  per  pound.  This 
contrasts  with  the  current  price  to  the 
American  housewife  of  about  11  cents 
a  pound  at  her  neighborhood  super¬ 
market. 

This  contrast,  of  course,  is  evidence  of 
two  things;  one  is  the  way  the  lords  of 
the  Kremlin  administer  prices  of  con¬ 
sumer  goods  to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
Russian  people.  The  other  is  the 
demonstration  of  the  efficiency  of  the 
American  producing,  refining,  and  mar¬ 
keting  system.  The  Russian  Govern¬ 
ment  bought  sugar  from  Cuba  at  less 
than  3  cents  a  pound,  f.o.b.  Cuba. 
Currently  our  American  refineries  pay 
about  5  cents  a  pound,  f.o.b.  Cuba.  Yet 
the  Russian  housewife  pays  42  cents  to 
$1.06  a  pound  while  the  American  house¬ 
wife  pays  only  about  11  cents  a  pound. 

In  terms  of  wages,  of  course,  sugar  is 
a  still  greater  bargain  for  the  American 
than  it  is  for  the  Russian.  An  American 
workman  need  labor  at  his  land  for  only 
about  3  minutes  to  earn  enough  to  buy 
a  pound  of  sugar  while  a  Russian  work¬ 
man  must  work  for  nearly  21/2  hours  to 
buy  a  pound  of  sugar. 

It  would  seem  that  our  responsibilities 
should  be  to  continue  the  demonstrated 
benefits  of  the  U.S.  sugar  program,  while 
instituting  such  important  changes  as 
these  uncertan  times  require. 

The  committee  bill  was  developed  after 
long  consultation  with  members  of  both 
political  parties  in  the  Congress,  with 
representatives  of  the  leading  domestic 
sugar  producing  groups  and  with  the 
civil  servants  in  the  Government  who 
have  made  the  study  of  sugar  their  life 
work.  Differences  among  committee 
members  were  reconciled  and  we  voted 
for  the  surgar  bill  unanimously.  There¬ 
fore,  I  submit  that  the  basic  principles  of 
this  legislation  are  sound. 
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An  important  feature  of  the  committee 
bill  is  that  it  would  permit  the  President 
to  prorate  Hawaiian  and  Puerto  Rican 
deficits  among  domestic  growers  insofar 
as  they  are  able  to  supply  this  deficit 
sugar. 

Under  the  present  deficit  procedures 
Cuba  would  gain  a  windfall  of  approxi¬ 
mately  156  tons  of  sugar  beyond  her 
regular  quota.  This  would  amount  to  a 
contribution  of  something  of  a  general 
magnitude  of  $16  million  to  the  Cuban 
economy. 

It  is  important  that  we  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  authority  to  deny  Cuba  this 
windfall. 

Another’  important  feature  of  this  bill 
is  the  provision  which  would  permit  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  reduce 
Cuba’s  sugar  quota  if  he  should  find  that 
such  action  is  necessary  to  protect  our 
national  interests  or  to  protect  sugar 
supplies  for  American  consumers.  Ob¬ 
viously  this  provision  is  essential'because 
of  the  unpredictable  dangerous  inten¬ 
tions  of  Fidel  Castro. 

The  reason  why  such  action  might  be 
necessary  in  the  national  interest  is  al¬ 
most  self-evident.  It  would  provide  the 
President  with  an  economic  tool  which 
he  could  use  in  Case  Castro’s  rantings 
were  followed  by  still  more  vicious  overt 
actions  against  the  United  States.  There 
have  already  been  examples  of  such  overt 
actions.  A  Cuban  gunboat  has  fired 
upon  an  American  submarine  in  neutral 
waters  on  the  high  seas.  American 
property  has  been  seized  without  due 
process  of  law,  even  Cuban  lav/,  in  utter 
disregard  of  international  law,  without 
pretense  of  adequate  compensation  and 
in  flagrant  violation  of  human  rights. 
Diplomatic  notes  and  protests  of  our 
official  representatives  in  Cuba  have 
served  only  to  stir  up  still  more  anti- 
American  harangues  and  actions.  Short 
of  calling  out  our  armed  forces  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  powerless  to  take  effective  action 
now.  The  Presidential  power  authorized 
in  this  bill  would  arm  him  with  a  mini¬ 
mum  tool  which  he  so  obviously  needs. 

The  recent  scuttling  of  the  summit 
conference  by  the  Russian  Communist 
leaders  should  serve  as  a  warning  to  us 
concerning  Cuba.  It  ever  becomes 
plainer  that  the  Castro  government  fol¬ 
lows  the  Communist  Party  line — in  deed 
as  in  word.  The  Communist  Party  line 
is  anti-American.  The  world  could  take 
as  an  endorsement  of  or  at  least  as  an 
acquiescence  to  communism  any  action 
by  the  Congress  which  would  continue  to 
give  today’s  Cuba,  without  any  reserva¬ 
tions,  not  only  her  present  huge  share  in 
the  American  sugar  market  but  also  an 
automatic  increase  in  successive  years. 
Yet  that  is  what  the  Congress  would  be 
giving  to  Castro’s  Cuba  if  we  extend  the 
Sugar  Act  without  change.  Even  a  1- 
year  extension  of  the  present  act  with¬ 
out  change  would  give  to  Castro’s  Cuba 
the  privilege  of  marketing  nearly  50,000 
tons  more  sugar  in  the  American  market 
in  1961 — her  share,  under  the  present 
law,  of  anticipated  growth  in  the  market 
next  year — added  to  her  present  huge 
quota  of  more  than  3,100,000  tons. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  urging  puni¬ 
tive  action  against  a  friendly  neighbor 
nation,  in  the  first  place,  Castro’s  Cuba 


plainly  is  not  friendly.  In  the  second 
place,  the  action  I  urge  Congress  to  take 
is  not  punitive.  I  am  asking  merely  that 
the  Chief  Executive  of  the  United  States 
be  equipped  with  a  nonmilitary  tool  that 
he  could  use — if  the  urgent  need  to  do  so 
should  arise — to  protect  us  against  a 
Communist  menace  at  our  very  door. 

Mr.  HOLT.  Is  it  not  true  that  Mexico 
and  the  Philippine  Islands  have  enough 
sugar  to  make  up  the  deficit? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  There  is  not  so 
much  raw  sugar  around  the  -world  as  I 
thought.  I  had  been  led  to  believe  that 
Mexico  had  approximately  a  million  tons. 
Actually  we  were  told  they  had  not  over 
50,000  tons  of  raw  sugar  and  500,000  tons 
of  refined  sugar. 

Mr.  HOLT.  You  cannot  use  the  re¬ 
fined  sugar? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  can  use  it,  but  our 
refineries  want  to  buy  raw  sugar  rather 
than  refined  sugar. 

Mr.  HOLT.  Are  we  not  giving  Castro 
a  half  a  loaf? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  We  are  leaving 
it  in  the  President’s  hands.  He  asked 
for  flexibility.  Mr.  Herter  came  before 
our  committee  and  asked  for  this  power. 
I  might  say  that  we  rather  reluctantly 
gave  it  to  him,  but  I  think  this  power 
must  be  used  carefully  and  cautiously 
because  we  are  dealing  with  something 
that  is  of  far-reaching  import. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

.  Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  committee  did  not 
give  it  to  him  reluctantly.  That  was  the 
purpose  of  the  bill  I  introduced. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  May  I  say,  I  gave  it  to 
him  reluctantly,  because  I  thought  it 
should  be  carefully  used.  This  could 
precipitate  trouble  far  beyond  anything 
related  to  sugar.  I  do  not  know  that 
anyone  condones  what  is  going  on  in 
Cuba,  but  this  is  not  the  instrumentality 
we  must  use. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  To  clear  up  the  mat¬ 
ter,  so  far  as  the  administration  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  can  assure  the  House  that  the 
administration  and  the  Department  of 
State  are  in  accord  with  the  bill.  Time- 
is  of  the  essence,  and  this  bill  should  be 
passed  without  delay. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  of  any¬ 
body  who  is  against  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  '  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  QuieI. 

Mi’.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  3 
years  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
I  have  never  seen  them  work  more  dili¬ 
gently  together  on  a  matter  where  they 
completely  gave  up  their  personal  in¬ 
terest  for  the  best  interests  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  There  was  a  great  divergence  of 
views  to  begin  with,  but  we  came  out  of 
there  with  agreement,  and  we  worked 
hard  and  deliberated  deeply  to  make 
certain  we  could  get  a  good  bill.  We  have 
got  a  good  bill  out  of  that  committee, 
if  we  could  do  the  same  thing  working 
the  same  way  with  wheat  legislation,  I 
think  the  Congress  could  go  back  home 
with  a  proud  record. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  there  was  no 
member  of  that  committee.  Republican 


or  Democrat,  that  was  soft  on  Castro, 
was  there? 

Mr.  QUIE.  There  was  not  one. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Andersen], 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  a  question. 
Would  it  not  be  possible  to  put  title  II 
onto  this  very  meritorious  bill  and  put 
the  green  acres  in  that  title?  Would  that 
be  possible? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  be  very  glad 
to  take  green  acres  out. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Washington  [Mrs.  May]. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
join  with  other  Members  on  my  side 
in  commending  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  for  passing  such  well  worked 
out  and  sound  legislation  at  a  time  when 
it  is  so  badly  needed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Sugar  Act  is 
an  ideal  example  of  an  effective  and 
desirable  Government  program,  there 
can  be  no  dispute.  Twice  since  World 
War  II  the  Sugar  Act  has  saved  the 
American  housewife  and  industrial  user 
from  sugar  shortages  and  excessive 
prices.  Following  the  outbreak  of  fight¬ 
ing  in  Korea  in  the  summer  of  1950,  and 
again  following  the  uprising  in  Hungary 
in  the  fall  of  1956,  demand  and  prices 
rose  in  the  world  market.  Thanks  to 
the  powers  given  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  the  Sugar  Act  and  to  the 
cooperation  of  the  Cuban  Government 
on  both  occasions,  supplies  for  our  mar¬ 
ket  were  safeguarded.  The  American 
consumers  were  kept  from  getting  into 
a  price  war  with  consumers  in  other 
countries  which  would  have  put  more 
push  behind  the  inflationary  forces  that 
were  then  operating  in  the  world  market. 

The  present  Sugar  Act  terminates  on 
December  31  of  this  year.  Termination 
of  the  act  would  be  disastrous  to  our 
domestic  sugar  industry  and  to  domestic 
consumers  as  well.  Certainly  no  one  in¬ 
terested  in  American  agriculture  would 
wish  to  destroy  this  important  segment 
of  our  agricultural  economy. 

Today  we  are  again  in  a  period  of 
world  tension,  with  any  accurate  fore¬ 
cast  of  international  developments  im¬ 
possible.  We  are  all  aware  of  the  whims 
of  Dr.  Fidel  Castro  of  Cuba  and  it  is 
not  necessary  to  go  into  detail  over  his 
verbal  and  unwarranted  attacks  against 
the  United  States  at  this  time. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  for  realistically  recognizing 
the  need  for  a  number  of  adjustments 
in  the  Sugar  Act  in  view  of  the  uncer¬ 
tainties  in  the  world  sugar  situation. 

First.  Under  the  terms  of  H.R.  12311 
as  reported  by  the  committee,  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  Government  will  have  the 
ability  to  deal  with  emergencies.  Pres¬ 
idential  authority  to  act  in  the  national 
interest  in  adjusting  downward  the 
Cuban  quota  is  spelled  out  in  the  legis¬ 
lation  before  us. 

Second.  If  the  President  sets  the 
Cuban  quota  at  less  than  present  law, 
the  method  of  reapportionment  of  the 
deficit  is  also  defined. 
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Third.  Hawaii  is  recognized  as  a  State, 
rather  than  a  territory. 

Fourth.  A  provision  in  the  bill  grants 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  author¬ 
ity  to  reduce  for  the  current  year  the 
quota  of  a  foreign  nation  or  any  area,  if 
that  nation  or  area  does  not  meet  its 
quota.  This  reduction  could  be  by  the 
amount  of  the  deficit  declared  against 
the  nation  or  area,  and  would  prevent 
a  country  or  area  which  had  failed  to  fill 
its  quota  from  disorganizing  our  U.S. 
market  by  shipping  its  full  quota  after  a 
deficit  had  been  declared  against  it. 

Fifth.  The  bill  contains  a  provision  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  1961  crop  which  awards 
to  new  producers  75  percent  of  any  in¬ 
crease  in  proportionate  shares  due  to 
reallocated  deficits. 

I  wish  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  am 
highly  gratified  that  the  committee  bill 
recognizes  the  needs  of  our  domestic 
growers,  and  particularly,  our  new  pro¬ 
ducers  who  have  long  expressed  a  desire 
to  participate  in  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act. 

While  the  committee  bill  is  but  a  1- 
year  extension,  rather  than  the  usual 
4-year  extension  of  the  act,  this  shorter 
extension  period  is  another  recognition 
of  the  present  world  tensions  and  the 
particular  uncertainties  in  the  sugar 
situation. 

I  believe  it  is  most  urgent  that  this 
legislation  be  adopted  by  the  Congress 
and  enacted  as  soon  as  possible. 

(Mrs.  MAY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Thomson], 

(Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  essential  that  we  take 
action  on  the  Sugar  Act  as  soon  as  pos¬ 
sible.  There  has  already  been  too  much 
delay.  Although  this  bill  is  not  all  I 
think  it  should  be,  it  is  obviously  the  best 
that  we  can  obtain  at  this  time,  and  I 
urge  its  immediate  passage. 

This  is  essential  for  two  reasons — 
first,  to  cope  with  the  current  situation 
of  the  Castro  government  in  Cuba,  and 
second,  to  discharge  our  responsibilities 
to  the  domestic  producers  and  refiners, 
who  cannot  make  any  plans  with  an  Act 
that  expires  December  31,  1960.  It  is 
my  hope  that  the  Senate  will  improve 
upon  this  bill,  as  it  is  submitted  to  us 
under  a  procedure  which  does  no^  permit 
amendment  in  the  House. 

I  repeat  that  there  has  already  been 
too  much  delay  and  it  has  been  contrary 
to  the  best  interests  of  our  country.  On 
October  29,  1959,  I  wrote  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State,  with  a  copy  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  as  follows: 

Cheyenne,  Wyo.,  October  29,  1959. 
The  Honorable  Christian  A.  Herter, 
Secretary  of  State, 

Department  of  State, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  As  both  your  prede¬ 
cessor  and  other  people  in  the  Department 
know,  I  am  extremely  interested  in  the  sugar 
legislation.  My  interest  stems  not  merely 
from  the  importance  of  the  crop  to  Wyom¬ 
ing,  which  I  represent  in  the  Congress,  but 
equally  because  of  what  I  consider  to  be 


basically  right  and  wrong  as  far  as  Ameri¬ 
can  foreign  policy  and  trade  policy  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

For  every  good  reason,  the  Sugar  Act 
should  have  been  extended  last  year.  How¬ 
ever,  when  the  Cuban  situation  developed 
we  who  represent  sugar  producing  States  in 
the  Congress  consulted  with  the  industry.  I 
am  proud  to  say  that  the  industry  are  Ameri¬ 
cans  first,  and  sugar  producers  second.  Be¬ 
cause  of  your  problems,  they  voluntarily 
asked  us  to  defer  pushing  the  legislation. 
When  this  was  done  we  well  realized  that  we 
must  have  action  in  January  or  February 
of  the  next  Congress,  due  to  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  lav/  and  the  planting  season  in 
some  of  our  milder  climates. 

I  have  read  and  listened  with  disgust  to 
the  recent  statements  of  Fidel  Castro.  Ob¬ 
viously,  a  bad  situation  is  deteriorating. 
Who  is  this  individual  who  speaks  with 
scorn  and  vile  words  of  our  country  and 
calls  us  liars?  I  need  not  remind  you  that 
Cuba  lives  off  our  sugar  purchases.  With 
this  situation,  I  am  convinced,  and  I  speak 
only  for  myself,  that  it  is  time  to  apply 
Teddy  Roosevelt’s  policy  of  “speak  softly  but 
carry  a  big  stick”.  It  is  again  my  own  opin¬ 
ion  that  we  should  say  to  Mr.  Castro  that 
we  do  not  propose  to  take  anything  away 
from  him;  that  we  will  let  him  continue  to 
sell,  until  we  see  which  direction  he  is  going, 
sugar  at  the  level  of  the  1959  purchases; 
but  that  until  we  do  see  how  things  are  go¬ 
ing,  Cuba’s  share  of  the  increased  consump¬ 
tion  will  be  allotted  to  the  domestic 
producers. 

This  is  fair  in  another  way,  in  that  it  will 
permit  our  domestic  farmers  to  regain  some 
small  share  of  the  market  which  they  lost  to 
Cuba  while  they  and  their  sons  were  absent 
from  the  farms,  fighting  the  dictators  of  the 
last  decade.  As  you  know,  during  this  period 
Cuba  stayed  home  and  produced  sugar. 

I  do  not  know  whether  this  would  get 
through  to  Fidel  Castro  or  not,  but  I  think 
it  might  get  through  to  the  Cuban  people, 
who  I  think  are  basically  our  friends,  and 
will  continue  to  be  so  unless  we  permit 
Castro  to  woo  them  the  other  direction. 

I  have  thought  this  over  carefully,  and  am 
therefore  releasing  the  proposal  to  the  press. 
As  a  combat  veteran  of  World  War  II,  who 
saw  a  lot  of  fine  American  boys  left  in  Eu¬ 
rope,  I  cannot  stand  idly  by  and  just  listen 
to  Mr.  Castro.  I  hope  you  will  give  the  sug¬ 
gestion  serious  consideration. 

At  this  point,  it  is  only  a  suggestion  be¬ 
cause  I  am  very  much  pleased  with  the  fine 
way  in  which  you  have  been  conducting  our 
foreign  affairs,  and  this  is  in  no  way  to  be 
interpreted  as  a  lack  of  confidence  in  you 
or  in  our  great  President. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Keith  Thomson. 

On  January  13,  1960,  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  the  convening  of  this  session  of 
Congress,  I  introduced  H.R.  9595,  to  carry 
out  the  proposal  made  in  the  letter.  On 
January  14,  I  directed  a  letter  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  requesting 
him  to  “schedule  the  bill  for  considera¬ 
tion  and  action  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  at  an  early  date.” 

Because  of  further  deterioration  in  the 
Cuban  situation,  on  January  25,  1960,  I 
introduced  a  second  sugar  bill,  H.R.  9901, 
which  would  have  reduced  the  Cuban 
sugar  quota  by  500,000  tons.  This  was 
based  upon  the  amount  of  sugar  which 
I  was  informed  domestic  producers  could 
produce  and  domestic  refiners  could  re¬ 
fine,  without  requiring  new  plant  invest¬ 
ment,  and  the  additional  500,000  tons 
would  have  been  allocated  to  the  domes¬ 
tic  sugar  producing  areas.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  further  carried  the  authority  for 
the  President  to  make  further  adjust¬ 


ments  in  quotas  between  foreign  produc¬ 
ers  as  he  determined  necessary  in  the 
best  interests  and  in  furtherance  of  the 
diplomatic  and  foreign  policies  of  this 
country  and  the  general  public  interest. 

Both  of  these  bills  would  have  ex¬ 
tended  the  act  indefinitely,  with  it  of 
course  being  expected  that  Congress 
would  take  further  action  on  the  Cuban 
quota  as  the  situation  indicated. 

I  was  advised  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  on  January  29  that  “as  soon 
as  possible,  hearings  will  be  held  on  all 
of  the  sugar  bills,  and,  of  course,  yours 
will  be  considered  at  that  time.” 

I  think  it  is  most  unfortunate  that 
such  a  course  of  action  was  not  followed. 
I  firmly  believe  that  if  we  had  taken 
early  action  to  limit  Cuba’s  imports  to 
their  1959  quota  of  approximately  3  mil¬ 
lion  tons,  that  it  would  have  had  a 
marked  effect  to  prevent  subsequent  un¬ 
fortunate  developments  in  Cuba. 

Mr.  Chairman,  irrespective  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  situation  in  Cuba,  I  think  that  the 
domestic  producers  should  be  allowed  a 
greater  portion  of  the  market  and,  in  any 
event,  of  the  increased  consumption. 
After  what  we  have  just  been  through, 
I  need  not  remind  anyone  that  we  have 
a  serious  agricultural  situation.  That 
situation  is  one  of  overproduction.  Sugar 
is  one  of  the  few  agricultural  crops  of 
which  we  produce  much  less  than  we 
consume. 

The  situation  is  not  as  simple  as  it 
might  seem,  however.  There  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  marketing  areas,  refinery  invest¬ 
ment,  the  type  of  sugar  existing  plants 
are  equipped  to  process,  the  question  of 
maintaining  price  to  the  grower  the  need 
of  giving  a  quota  to  new  producers,  the 
necessity  for  additional  acreage  by  pres¬ 
ent  growers,  and  many  other  compli¬ 
cated  questions  involved.  Hearings 
should  be  held  to  determine  these  ques¬ 
tions.  After  the  answers  are  obtained, 
additional  quotas  should  be  allocated  to 
the  domestic  producers. 

If  things  should  straighten  out  in 
Cuba,  which  I  sincerely  hope  they  will, 
not  only  in  the  best  interests  of  our¬ 
selves,  but  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
people  of  Cuba,  additional  domestic 
quotas  could  be  obtained  from  the  in¬ 
creased  consumption.  In  the  event  that 
there  are  any  cuts  in  the  Cuban  quota 
by  reason  of  the  actions  of  the  Castro 
regime,  then  our  domestic  producers 
should  be  the  first  ones  to  be  considered. 
The  bill  under  consideration  fails  to  do 
this  and  should  be  amended  to  so  pro¬ 
vide. 

Wyoming  is  not  one  of  our  largest 
sugar  producing  States.  To  give  you  an 
idea,  however,  of  how  important  this 
crop  is  to  the  agricultural  economy  and 
the  general  economy,  I  cite  some  facts 
with  respect  to  the  industry  in  Wyo¬ 
ming  with  which  I  am  familiar. 

The  farmer  in  Wyoming  received  ap¬ 
proximately  $7,500,000  for  his  crop  in 
1958.  For  other  contributions  of  sugar 
beets  to  our  economy,  we  need  only  to 
look  to  the  fact  that  the  payrolls  of 
sugar  factories  in  Wyoming  were  up 
to  about  $2,700,000,  and  freight  pay¬ 
ments  in  Wyoming  were  up  to  about 
$2,200,000.  A  total  of  $3,599,000  is  the 
estimate  the  industry  has  provided  me 
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for  sugar  refinery  purchases  for  coal  and 
other  industrial  supplies.  Thus,  the 
total  value  of  these  considerations  alone 
is  $15,900,000.  Some  of  these  figures  are 
necessarily  based  on  estimates  of  past 
crop-year  activity.  There  is  every  indi¬ 
cation  that  the  actual  total  will  be  in¬ 
creased. 

One  fact  worth  noting  here  is  that 
according  to  the  sugar  refining  industry 
in  Wyoming,  14  percent  of  the  irrigated 
acreage  on  the  North  Platte  River  proj¬ 
ect  is  used  for  beet  cultivation  and  this 
returns  about  41  percent  of  the  gross 
income  from  irrigated  crops  in  that  area. 
This  would  apply  generally  to  reclama¬ 
tion  crops  in  the  State,  I  am  informed, 
which  points  up  the  product’s  extreme 
importance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  most  un¬ 
fortunate  that  earlier  action  has  not 
been  taken  to  limit  Cuba’s  quota  in  the 
manner  provided  in  the  bill  which  I  in¬ 
troduced  at  the  beginning  of  this  ses¬ 
sion.  I  think  it  is  unfortunate  that 
hearings  were  not  held.  I  think  it  is 
unfortunate  that  the  extension  is  for 
only  1  year,  and  that  the  many  basic 
problems  confronting  us  are  not  ade¬ 
quately  taken  care  of. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  at  the  very  first 
of  the  next  session,  general  hearings 
will  be  called  on  sugar  legislation.  Until 
this  can  be  done,  to  take  care  of  the  in¬ 
tervening  situation  I  urge  the  passage 
of  this  bill  as  a  minimum  measure. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Chenoweth], 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  bill.  This  is  a 
very  important  bill  for  the  economy  of 
our  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  extends  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  which  will  expire  on 
December  31  of  this  year.  It  is  impera¬ 
tive  that  the  present  law  be  continued, 
and  I  commend  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  on  bringing  in  this  bill  at  this 
time.  I  think  everyone  has  been  agreed 
that  the  law  must  be  extended,  and  the 
proposed  extension  was  urged  last  year 
by  the  domestic  sugar  industry,  both 
cane  and  beet. 

Except  for  the  injection  of  the  Castro 
element  I  believe  the  act  would  have  been 
extended  for  a  longer  period  than  1  year. 
However,  under  the  circumstances  I  feel 
that  the  1-year  extension  will  be  satis¬ 
factory. 

I  am  interested  particularly  in  the 
beet  sugar  industry,  which  is  so  essential 
to  the  economy  of  Colorado,  and  other 
sugar  beet  States.  This  act  has  been 
satisfactory  to  all  elements  of  our  sugar 
industry,  and  has  operated  most  suc¬ 
cessfully. 

I  am  in  favor  of  giving  the  President 
the  authority  to  determine  the  quota  for 
Cuba,  as  provided  in  this  bill.  No  one 
can  predict  what  Castro  is  going  to  do 
next,  but  it  is  obvious  he  is  no  friend  of 
the  United  States.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  take  the  steps  necessary  to  pro¬ 
tect  our  interests,  and  this  bill  gives  the 
President  authority  to  take  what  action 
is  necessary  in  the  national  interest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  representing  a  district 
intensely  interested  in  the  raising  of 
sugar  beets,  I  am  indeed  happy  to  see 


this  legislation  before  us  today.  This  bill 
should  have  the  unanimous  support  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  LangenI. 

[Mr.  LANGEN  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  legislation,  a  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation  that  is  unusually  important  to  a 
large  segment  of  agriculture  throughout 
not  only  the  State  of  Minnesota  but  the 
Nation  as  a  whole.  I  think  it  is  unfor¬ 
tunate  that  this  legislation  has  to  be 
discussed  and  considered  in  the  light  of 
scrutiny  by  such  an  unscrupulous  person 
as  Mr.  Castro.  I  hope  in  another  year 
we  will  be  able  to  give  the  time  and  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  establishment  of  a 
Sugar  Agreement  Act  that  will  offer  to 
American  sugar  producers  a  just  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  in  the  sugar  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  renewal  of  the  Sugar 
Act  now  is  one  of  the  “must”  pieces  of 
legislation  still  facing  this  session  of 
Congress.  It  is  needed  not  only  because 
of  the  fact  that  the  present  act  expires 
on  December  31  of  this  year,  but  also 
because  of  its  meaning  to  the  many  agri¬ 
cultural  areas  of  this  Nation.  I  have 
emphasized  before  the  importance  of  its 
renewal  to  my  congressional  district,  and 
I  know  the  same  is  true  of  all  the  other 
sugar-producing  areas.  We  cannot 
stress  enough  the  fact  that,  in  view  of 
the  present  agricultural  problem  existing 
in  the  Nation,  there  isn’t  any  measure 
which  offers  the  opportunity  for  im¬ 
provement  to  the  extent  that  does  the 
production  of  sugar  beets  and  cane. 

While  our  desire  would  have  been  that 
a  more  permanent  and  more  definite 
reallocation  of  quotas  might  have  been 
achieved,  it  is  possible  that,  in  the  light 
of  the  international  situation,  the  bill 
which  has  been  written  is  the  best  which 
could  be  accomplished  at  this  time. 

With  regard  to  the  actual  provisions 
of  the  bill,  the  fact  that  it  gives  to  the 
President  the  authority  to  establish  the 
Cuban  quota  in  the  national  interest  is 
noteworthy,  in  that  it  fills  the  need, 
caused  by  the  instability  and  uncertainty 
in  Cuba,  for  flexibility  in  the  Sugar  Act. 

The  provision  which  awards  to  new 
producers  75  percent  of  any  increase  in 
proportionate  shares  due  to  reallocated 
deficits  will  be  welcomed  by  the  many 
applicants  for  allotments  who  have  been 
making  requests  for  many  years  without 
success. 

For  these  reasons,  it  would  be  my  hope 
that  Congress  will  speedily  approve  the 
extension. 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Conte]. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
favor  of  the  committee  bill.  I  believe  it 
is  high  time  that  we  increase  the  sugar 
quotas  of  our  friends  such  as  Mexico,  the 
Philippines,  Costa  Rico,  and  some  of  the 
other  sugar  producing  countries  and  de¬ 


crease  the  quotas  from  Castro  and  the 
rest  of  his  henchmen  in  Cuba. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  wake  of  the  ever- 
increasing  insinuations  against  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  United  States,  perpetrated 
by  the  Castro  regime  in  Cuba,  I  feel  it 
necessary  to  express  my  revulsion  and  to 
suggest  that  certain  action  has,  at  last, 
become  feasible. 

The  United  States  has  been  very 
patient  and  understanding  toward 
Castro,  his  movement  and  government. 
We  extended  our  good  will  when  fie  as¬ 
sumed  power.  Indeed,  we  have  con¬ 
sistently  tried  every  gesture  of  diplomacy 
and  restraint  to  assure  that  the  tradi¬ 
tional  ties  of  friendship  between  the 
Cuban  people  and  our  Nation  would  not 
be  broken.  However,  in  the  light  of  what 
has  happened  in  the  past  year,  it  is 
plainly  evident  that  we  seem  to  have 
made  little,  if  any,  headway.  The 
situation,  rather,  has  grown  worse. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  should  be 
coerced  by  the  use  of  the  commodity  of 
sugar  into  a  position  where  we  must 
compromise  our  honor  and  continue  to 
accept  undiplomatic  insults.  American 
investments  have  been  confiscated  in¬ 
discriminately  by  the  use  of  tactics 
which  cannot  be  said  to  be  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  honest  or  sane  business  ethics. 
Not  only  this,  but  the  attacks  have 
grown  to  a  vilification  of  our  Chief 
Executive  and  other  members  of  the 
Government  and  now,  the  integrity  of 
these  United  States  is  being  impugned 
by  accusations  of  sabotage  and  alleged 
attempted  murder. 

Our  friendship  with  Latin  America 
has  been  amicable.  I  respect  the  Cuban 
people  in  their  desire  for  social  and 
economic  progress.  Moreover,  I  am  not 
a  vindictive  man  nor  do  I  believe  that 
we  should  base  our  policy  toward  Cuba 
on  a  spirit  of  revenge. 

But  I  cannot  fail  to  note  that  Castro 
has  employed  strategems  which  indicate 
that  he  is  not  interested  in  doing  business 
with  us  in  the  normal  manner  expected 
of  mature  nations  engaged  in  interna¬ 
tional  trade.  He  has  gone  even  so  far  as 
to  conclude  a  trade  agreement  with  the 
Soviet  Union  using  the  very  same  com¬ 
modity,  sugar,  which  he  accuses  us  of 
employing  as  a  lever  for  so-called  do¬ 
mestic  interference. 

This  agreement  not  only  does  not  call 
for  the  payment  by  the  Soviets  of  the 
premium  which  Castro  so  blandly  charges 
the  United  States,  but,  what  is  even  more 
humiliating,  it  allows  them  to  purchase 
sugar  for  less  than  the  world  price. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a  patient  man, 
but  I  am  also  an  American.  I  cannot 
allow  my  country  to  continue  to  suffer 
the  constant  humiliations  and  oppro¬ 
brium  heaped  upon  her  in  an  irrespon¬ 
sible  manner.  What  is  more  important, 
under  the  present  sugar  quota  and  sys¬ 
tem  of  premium  payments  we  are,  in 
effect,  supporting  the  rapid  growth  of  in¬ 
ternational  communism  at  our  very  door¬ 
step. 

It  has  always  been  my  contention  that 
friends  are  more  important  than 
enemies,  and  it  is  to  them  that  we  should 
turn  for  our  sugar  needs.  I  believe  that 
we  should  give  greater  consideration  to 
our  domestic  producers,  and  also  to  those 
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countries  that  we  count  as  friends  such 
as  Costa  Rica,  the  Philippines  and  our 
own  Puerto  Rico. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  earnestly 
believe  that  this  bill  should  be  passed. 

(Mr.  CONTE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Brooks], 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  island  of  Cuba  is  only  90 
miles  from  U.S.  territory.  My  own  State 
of  Louisiana  lies  opposite  the  island  of 
Cuba,  both  being  shored  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico.  Conditions  in  the  island  of 
Cuba  are  going  from  bad  to  worse. 

All  doubt  that  Cuba  has  gone  Com¬ 
munist  has  now  disappeared.  It  is  now 
moving  into  advanced  phases  of  the 
communistic  type  of  state  where  the 
government  means  everything  and  the 
people  mean  nothing,  save  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  government.  Rights  of  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  are  daily  being  violated  by 
the  Castro  government.  Over  $300  mil¬ 
lion  in  American  property  has  already 
been  seized  and  this  dictator  says  he  is 
going  to  seize  all  the  remainder  of 
American  property  in  Cuba.  American 
citizens  have  been  arrested  for  no  suf¬ 
ficient  reason  and  they  are  being  rapidly 
and  completely  driven  from  this  island. 

These  things  are  normally  bad  enough. 
More  than  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  fills  me 
with  great  apprehension  to  read  of  the 
Soviet  activities  in  this  area.  Arms  are 
being  purchased  by  the  Castro  govern¬ 
ment,  airports  are  being  built  by  the 
Soviets  and  I  have  read  of  submarine 
activities  unloading  arms  and  munitions 
of  war  in  the  Caribbean  area.  These 
things  are  all  directed  against  this  coun¬ 
try  and  against  democratic  types  of  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Economic  measures  are  in  order.  Fa¬ 
vored  treaty  arrangements  with  this  is¬ 
land  should  be  abandoned.  Our  sub¬ 
sidy  of  $150  million  per  year  on  the 
Cuban  sugar  crop  should  be  withdrawn 
and  the  Cuban  people  should  realize  the 
gravity  of  the  transgressions  of  Fidel 
Castro.  These  things,  in  fact,  should 
have  been  done  a  year  ago. 

With  the  coming  of  arms  and  muni¬ 
tions  of  war  in  the  Caribbean  area,  it  is 
time  that  our  Government  become  alert. 
Sufficient  patrols  in  the  international 
waters  of  the  gulf  should  be  in  opera¬ 
tion  to  give  us  full  intelligence  on  Soviet 
submarine  activities.  Moving  in  arms 
under  such  circumstances  is  certainly  a 
violation  of  the  security  of  this  country. 

By  treaty,  a  number  of  years  ago,  the 
Monroe  Doctrine  was  apparently  aban¬ 
doned  by  this  country.  It  should  be  re¬ 
instated  and  a  firmness  against  aggres¬ 
sion  in  the  Western  Hemisphere  by 
European  and  Asiatic  powers  should  be 
shown.  Unless  some  action  is  taken 
soon,  serious  developments  which  may 
occur  almost  within  sight  of  our  gulf 
coast  ports  may  lead  to  actual  fighting. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding]. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  commend  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  the  mem¬ 


bers  of  that  committee  for  the  fine  work 
that  they  have  done. 

[Mr.  BREEDING  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

(Mr.  BREEDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
notice  the  bill  says  there  shall  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  other  foreign  countries  and  so 
forth.  Can  the  gentleman  give  the 
House  an  idea  what  the  other  foreign 
countries  are? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  President  is  un¬ 
able  to  obtain  adequate  sugar  from  the 
countries  named  in  the  bill,  he  is  then 
free  to  go  to  other  places,  such  as  Brazil 
or  other  countries  that  are  not  named 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  assume  it  is  in¬ 
tended  that  he  should  not  go  to  un¬ 
friendly  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  While  I  am  on 
my  feet,  may  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  rule  on  this  bill  came  out,  as  I  re¬ 
member,  yesterday;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  And  the  bill  is 
up  today.  The  Democratic  leadership 
was  requested  through  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  and  later  by  a  message  from  the 
White  House  to  try  to  get  this  bill  up 
today  because  of  the  urgency  of  the 
situation.  And,  that  is  the  reason  why 
the  Democratic  leadership  was  very 
anxious  to  get  the  bill  up,  in  order  to 
cooperate  with  the  President  and  the 
State  Department. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Has  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  any  idea  what  may  hap¬ 
pen  in  the  Senate?  Will  they  act  on 
this  legislation  before  we  recess? 

I  have  no  knowledge  of  that,  but  we 
wanted  to  get  this  through  today  rather 
than  wait  until  tomorrow  because  of  the 
hope  and  expectation  that  it  would  be 
acted  upon.  And  I  assume  that  the 
White  House  and  the  State  Department 
will  zealously  pursue  efforts  in  the  other 
body,  as  they  did  here.  So  I  am  sure, 
with  the  understanding  minds  of  the 
leadership  of  the  other  body  there  will 
be  that  cooperation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  make  this  fur¬ 
ther  observation?  I  do  not  attribute 
this  to  my  Republican  friends,  but  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Miller], 
who  is  chairman  of  the  Republican  con¬ 
gressional  committee,  made  a  very  in¬ 
temperate  statement  the  other  day,  and 
one  of  the  other  Republican  members, 
in  response  to  my  question,  made  a  very 
courteous  and  gentlemanly  answer.  I 
do  not  want  to  provoke  anything,  but 
when  we  start  talking  about  Americans, 
whether  Democrats  or  Republicans,  be¬ 
ing  soft  on  this  or  that,  we  should  be 
very  careful.  I  think  that  upon  reflec¬ 
tion  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Miller],  if  he  wanted  to  do  the  proper 
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and  decent  thing,  would  make  an  apology 
or  retract  the  statement  that  he  made 
with  reference  to  the  Democratic  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  agree  with 
the  statement  made  by  the  majority 
leader;  not  that  I  have  a  very  thin  skin 
not  that  I  am  offended  or  injured  in  any 
way.  But  now  we  have  the  President  of 
the  United  States  to  whom  we  have  del¬ 
egated  plenary  power  over  sugar  and 
sugar  quotas  so  far  as  Cuba  is  concerned. 
Certainly  no  one  would  suggest  that  Mr. 
Eisenhower  would  be  soft  on  commu¬ 
nism  if  he  restored  the  entire  quota  im¬ 
mediately  upon  signing  this  bill.  It  is 
left  entirely  in  his  discretion.  I  think 
it  is  very  unfortunate  that  the  state¬ 
ments  were  made  which  reflected  upon 
the  members  of  the  committee  who  voted 
for  the  original  committee  bill. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Does  the  President 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  have 
authority  to  allocate  more  sugar  to  our 
Territory  of  the  Virgin  Islands  than  they 
are  now  getting?  If  the  Virgin  Islands, 
which  cost  the  taxpayers  of  the  main¬ 
land  money  every  year  could  have  an 
additional  10,000  tons  of  sugar  alloca¬ 
tion,  or  some  amount  in  that  neighbor¬ 
hood,  under  the  Sugar  Act,  that  Terri¬ 
tory  would  be  self-supporting. 

I  hope  the  President  of  the  United 
States  will  look  into  that  matter  and 
allocate  more  sugar  to  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
not  that  I  have  any  particular  pride  of 
authorship  in  the  language,  subsection 
(1)  of  section  5  of  the  bill  that  will  be 
before  us,  when  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  is  offered,  was  presented  by  my 
colleague  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Jones] 
and  myself.  It  was  adopted  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  by  a  vote  of  33  to  0.  This  sec¬ 
tion  is  the  heart  and  backbone  of  the  bill. 

I  know  how  the  Members  of  the  House 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  feel  in  this 
critical  hour  toward  Castro.  However, 
this  in  my  judgment  is  not  the  place  for 
us  to  establish  policy  between  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  Castro.  That  will  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  authorities  at  the  executive 
level  of  our  Government.  Our  part  is 
to  provide  that  which  may  be  an  appro¬ 
priate  tool  in  establishing  policy. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  want  to  say  to 
you  that  this  bill  is  not  designed  to  do 
anything  for  Mr.  Castro.  It  is  not  the 
desire  of  any  of  us  to  aid  him  in  any 
shape,  manner,  or  form.  In  listening  to 
the  debate  there  seem  to  be  some  who 
have  a  feeling  that  this  legislation  might 
be  a  contribution  in  some  manner,  shape, 
or  form,  to  the  Castro  Government.  As 
one  who  assisted  in  preparing  the  draft 
and  who  is  very  materially  concerned 
about  the  Castro  Government  and  the 
situation  in  Cuba,  I  want  to  assure  every 
Member  of  the  House  that  the  object  of 
the  bill  is  certainly  anything  but  to  make 
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a  contribution  to  the  Castro  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  makes  none  at  all. 

I  might  go  further  and  say  that  in 
reality  it  takes  away,  for  the  present  at 
least,  that  which  his  government  now 
enjoys  most  at  the  hands  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Of  course,  I  have  reference  to 
the  Cuban  sugar  quota.  When  and  if 
this  bill  is  passed  and  signed  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident,  Cuba  has  no  sugar  quota,  neither 
for  the  remainder  of  this  year  nor  for 
all  of  next  year.  We  do,  however — and 
I  think  this  should  be  stated  very  clearly 
for  the  record  so  that  we  all  may  under¬ 
stand,  so  that  the  Cuban  Government 
will  understand  and  that  our  President 
and  others  will  understand — we  do,  how¬ 
ever,  give  the  President  the  authority  to 
authorize  the  importation  of  sugar  from 
Cuba  at  such  times  and  in  such  amounts 
as  the  President  deems  in  the  national 
interest,  but  not  to  exceed  the  total 
amount  now  authorized  by  title  II  of 
the  act.  In  other  words,  the  Cuban 
sugar  quota  will  be  completely  suspended 
and  restorable  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  times  as  the  President  shall  decree. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  these  points 
should  have  been  placed  in  the  record. 
They  are  important.  They  will  leave  no 
doubt  in  the  minds  of  anyone,  including 
Castro,  of  the  contents  of  this  legislation. 
It  deserves  your  unanimous  support. 

As  we  take  this  step,  Mi-.  Chairman, 
let  us  do  so  with  full  appreciation  of  the 
fact  that  for  scores  of  years  the  peoples 
of  the  United  States  and  Cuba  have  been 
the  warmest  of  friends.  We  deplore  the 
fact  that  some  Cubans  have  been  misled 
and  fired  to  a  state  of  hard  feelings 
against  us.  We  know  the  time  will  come 
when  these  feelings  will  be  completely 
dispelled  and  that  nothing  but  the  best 
of  relationships  will  again  exist.  May 
God  speed  the  day. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  no  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
bill  is  considered  as  having  been  read 
for  amendment.  No  amendments  are  in 
order  to  the  bill  except  amendments 
offered  by  direction  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  rule,  I  offer  a  committee 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cooley:  On 
page  2,  after  line  3,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  3.  Section  204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  proration 
of  deficits) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  'shall 
not  be  reduced’  and  inserting  ‘may  be  re¬ 
duced’. 


“Sec.  4.  Section  302(b)  of  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  proportionate  shares  for  farms) , 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  a 
colon  and  the  following:  Provided,  That  75 
per  centum  of  any  increase  in  proportionate 
shares  in  any  area  where  restrictions  are  in 
effect  for  the  1961  crop  year  over  the  total 
of  restricted  proportionate  shares  established 
for  such  area  in  the  preceding  year,  less  any 
shares  arising  from  the  1960  growth  factor, 
shall  be  reserved  for  new  producers. 


“Sec.  5.  Section  408  of  the  Sugar  Act 
1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  suspension 
quotas) ,  is  amended  to  designate  such  s 
tion  as  subsection  '(a)’;  and  to  add  a  r 
subsection  ‘(b)’  as  follows: 


"  '(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
title  II  of  this  Act,  for  the  period  ending 
December  31,  1961: 

“  *  ( 1 )  The  President  shall  determine  not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provisions  of  title 
II,  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of 
calendar  year  1960  and  for  calendar  year 
1961  in  such  amount  or  amounts  as  he  shall 
find  from  time  to  time  to  be  in  the  national 
interest :  Provided,  however.  That  in  no  event 
shall  such  quota  at  any  time  exceed  such 
amount  as  would  be  provided  for  Cuba  under 
the  terms  of  title  II  in  the  absence  of  the 
amendments  made  herein,  and  such  determi¬ 
nations  shall  become  effective  immediately 
upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
the  President’s  proclamation  thereof: 

“  ‘(2)  For  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  consumers  in  the  United 
States,  the  President  is  thereafter  authorized 
to  cause  or  permit  to  be  brought  or  imported 
into  or  marketed  in  the  United  States,  at 
such  times  and  from  such  sources,  includ¬ 
ing  any  country  whose  quota  has  been  so 
reduced,  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the 
prevailing  circumstances,  a  quantity  of 
sugar,  not  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  any  re¬ 
ductions  in  quotas  made  pursuant  to  this 
subsection:  Provided,  however.  That  any  part 
of  such  quantity  equivalent  to  the  proration 
of  domestic  deficits  to  the  country  whose 
quota  has  been  reduced  may  be  allocated  to 
domestic  areas  and  the  remainder  of  such 
quantity  (plus  any  part  of  such  allocation 
that  domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fill)  shall 
be  apportioned  in  raw  sugar  as  follows: 

“‘(i)  There  shall  first  be  allocated  to 
other  foreign  countries  for  which  quotas  or 
prorations  thereof  of  not  less  than  three 
thousand  or  more  than  ten  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  are  provided  in  section  202 
(c),  such  quantities  of  raw  sugar  as  are  re¬ 
quired  to  permit  importation  in  such  cal¬ 
endar  year  of  a  total  of  ten  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  from  such  country; 

“‘(ii)  There  shall  next  be  apportioned  to 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  15  per 
centum  of  the  remainder  of  such  importa¬ 
tion; 

“  ‘(iii)  The  balance,  including  any  unfilled 
balances  from  allocations  already  provided, 
shall  be  allocated  to  or  purchased  from  for¬ 
eign  countries  having  quotas  under  section 
202(c),  other  than  those  provided  for  in  the 
preceding  subparagraph  (i) ,  in  amounts  pro¬ 
rated  according  to  the  quotas  established 
under  section  202(c)  :  Provided,  That  if 
additional  amounts  of  sugar  are  required  the 
President  may  authorize  the  purchase  of 
such  amounts  from  any  foreign  countries, 
without  regard  to  allocation; 

“‘(3)  If  the  President  finds  that  raw 
sugar  is  not  reasonably  available,  he  may,  as 
provided  in  (2)  above,  cause  or  permit  to  be 
imported  such  quantity  of  sugar  in  the  form 
of  direct-consumption  sugar  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired.’ 

“Sec.  6.  Sections  101  (j),  203.  205(a),  209 
(a),  209(c),  and  307  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  are  each  amended  by 
striking  out  the  words  ‘the  Territory  of’  in 
each  place  where  they  appear  therein.’’ 

Mr.  COOLEY  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  amendment) .  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
further  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with.  It  has  been  thoroughly 
discussed,  and  I  think  everybody  under¬ 
stands  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Mills) 
having  resumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Anfuso, 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union,  re¬ 
ported  that  that  Committee,  having  had 
under  consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  12311) 
to  extend  for  1  year  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  he  reported  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  an  amendment 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

.The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read 
the  third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  On  that,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  395,  nays  0,  answered  “pres¬ 
ent”  0,  not  voting  37,  as  follows: 

[No.  170] 

YEAS— 395 


Abbitt 

Canfield 

Foley 

Abernethy 

Cannon 

Forand 

Adair 

Casey 

Ford 

Addonizio 

Cederberg 

Forrester 

Albert 

Celler 

Fountain 

Alexander 

Chamberlain 

Frazier 

Alger 

Chelf 

Frelinghuysen 

Allen 

Chenoweth 

Frledel 

Andersen, 

Church 

Fulton 

Minn. 

Clark 

Gallagher 

Andrews 

Coad 

Garmatz 

Anfuso 

Coffin 

Gary 

Arends 

Cohelan 

Gathings 

Ashmore 

Collier 

Gavin 

Aspinall 

Colmer 

George 

Auchincloss 

Conte 

Giaimo 

Avery 

Cook 

Gilbert 

Ayres 

Cooley 

Goodell 

Baldwin 

Corbett 

Granahan 

Baring 

Cramer 

Grant 

Barr 

Cunningham 

Green,  Oreg. 

Barry 

Curtin 

Green,  Pa. 

Bass,  N.H. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Griffin 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Griffiths 

Bates 

Daddario 

Gross 

Baumhart 

Dague 

Gubser 

Becker 

Daniels 

Hagen 

Beckworth 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Haley 

Belcher 

Delaney 

Halleck 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Denton 

Halpern 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Derounlan 

Hardy 

Berry 

Derwinski 

Hargis 

Betts 

Devine 

Harmon 

Boggs 

Diggs 

Harris 

Boland 

DingeU 

Harrison 

Bolling 

Dixon 

Hays 

Bolton 

Donohue 

Healey 

Bonner 

Dooley 

Hilbert 

Bosch 

Dorn,  NY. 

Hechler 

Bow 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Hemphill 

Boykin 

Dowdy 

Henderson 

Brademas 

Downing 

Herlong 

Bray 

Doyle 

Hess 

Breeding 

Dulski 

Hiestand 

Brewster 

Durham 

Hoeven 

Brock 

Dwyer 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Brooks,  La. 

Elliott 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Everett 

Hogan 

Broomfield 

Evins 

Holifield 

Brown,  Ga. 

Fallon 

Holland 

Brown,  Ohio 

Farbstein 

Holt 

Broyhlll 

FasceU 

Holtzman 

Budge 

Felghan 

Horan 

Burdick 

Fenton 

Hosmer 

Burke,  Ky. 

Fino 

Huddleston 

Burke,  Mass. 

Fisher 

Hull 

Burleson 

Flood 

Ikard 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Flynn 

Inouye 

Byrnes,  Wls. 

Flynt 

Irwin 

Cahill 

Fogarty 

Jennings 

1960 
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Jensen 

Minshall 

Rutherford 

Johansen 

Mitchell 

St.  George 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Moeller 

Santangelo 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Monagan 

Saund 

Johnson,  Md. 

Montoya 

Saylor 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Moore 

Schenck 

Jonas 

Moorhead 

Scherer 

Jones,  Ala. 

Morgan 

Schneebell 

Jones,  Mo. 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Schwengel 

Judd 

Morrison 

Scott 

Karsten 

Moss 

Selden 

Karth 

Moulder 

Shelley 

Kasem 

Multer 

Shipley 

Kastenmeier 

Mumma 

Short 

Kearns 

Murphy 

Sikes 

Keith 

Murray 

Siler 

Kelly 

Natcher 

Simpson 

Kilburn 

Nelsen 

Sisk 

Kilday 

Nix 

Slack 

Kilgore 

Norblad 

Smith,  Calif. 

King,  Calif. 

Norrell 

Smith,  Iowa 

King,  Utah 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Kirwan 

O’Brien.  N.Y. 

Smith,  Miss.  , 

Kitchin 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Smith,  Va. 

Kluczynskl 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Springer 

Knox 

O’Konski 

Staggers 

Kowalski 

O'Neill 

Stratton 

Kyi 

Oliver 

Stubblefield 

Lafore 

Osmers 

Sullivan 

Laird 

Ostertag 

Taber 

Landrum 

Passman 

Taylor 

Lane 

Patman 

Teague,  Calif. 

Langen 

Pelly 

Teague,  Tex. 

Lankford 

Perkins 

Teller 

Latta 

Pfost 

Thomas 

Lennon 

Philbin 

Thompson,  La. 

Lesinski 

Pilcher 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Levering 

Pillion 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Libonati 

Pirnie 

Thornberry 

Lindsay 

Poage 

Toll 

Lipscomb 

Poff 

Tollefson 

Loser 

Porter 

Trimble 

McCormack 

Powell 

Tuck 

McCulloch 

Preston 

Udall 

McDonough 

Price 

Ullman 

McDowell 

Prokop 

Utt 

McFall 

Pucinski 

Vanik 

McGinley 

Quie 

Van  Pelt 

McGovern 

Quigley 

Van  Zandt 

Mclntire 

Rabaut 

Wainwright 

McMillan 

Rains 

Wallhauser 

McSween 

Randall 

Walter 

Macdonald 

Ray 

Wampler 

Machrowicz 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Watts 

Mack 

Rees,  Kans. 

Weaver 

Madden 

Reuss 

Weis 

Magnuson 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Westland 

Mahon 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Wharton 

Mailliard 

Riehlman 

Whitener 

Marshall 

Riley 

Whitten 

Matthews 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Widnall 

May 

Rivers,  S.  C. 

Williams 

Meader 

Roberts 

Willis 

Merrow 

Robison 

Wilson 

Metcalf 

Rodino 

Winstead 

Meyer 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Wolf 

Michel 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Wright 

Miller,  Clem 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Yates 

Miller, 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Young 

George,  P. 

Rooney 

Zablocki 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Roosevelt 

Zelenko 

Milliken 

Rostenkowski 

Mills 

Roush 

NAYS— 0 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”- 
NOT  VOTING — 37 


Alford 

Buckley 

Martin 

Anderson, 

Carnahan 

Mason 

Mont. 

Chiperfield 

Morris,  Okla. 

Ashley 

Davis,  Ga. 

Sheppard 

Bailey 

Dawson 

Spence 

Baker 

Dent 

Steed 

Barden 

Edmondson 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Barrett 

Glenn 

Vinson 

Bentley 

Gray 

Wier 

Blatnik 

Jackson 

Withrow 

Blitch 

Jarman 

Younger 

Bowles 

Kee 

Brown,  Mo. 

Keogh 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Alford  with  Mr.  Martin. 

Mr.  Bowles  with  Mr.  Baker. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Chiperfield. 

Mr.  Edmondson  with  Mr.  Glenn. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Mason. 


Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Withrow. 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  Jackson, 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Younger. 

Mr.  Barrett  with  Mr.  Bentley. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced" 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AMENDING  CERTAIN  LAWS  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES  IN  LIGHT  OF 
THE  ADMISSION  OF  THE  STATE 
OF  HAWAII  INTO  THE  UNION 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res. 
706)  and  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its 
^immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as 
fellows: 

^ solved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the\Senate  concurring),  That  in  the  en¬ 
rollment  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11602)  entitled 
“An  actS^to  amend  certain  laws  of  the  United 
States  inN.light  of  the  admission  of  the  State 
of  HawaiDinto  the  Union,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,”  the  xpierk  of  the  House  be,  and  he  is 
hereby,  authorized  and  directed  to  make  the/ 
following  corrections  in  the  House  engrosser 
bill:  On  page  9\line  7,  strike  out  “1960,”  and 
insert  “1950,”;  on  page  15,  line  15,  st/ike 
“1960”  and  insert\l950”;  on  page  31,  like  2, 
strike  out  “15(a)  ”\and  insert  “14(a)”;  on 
page  31,  line  3,'strikesout  “24(a) ,”  a;ra  insert 
“23(a),”;  on  page  3l\line  4,  strike  out  “3 
of  section  30(d),”  and  insert  “(3/  of  section 
29(d),”;  on  page  31,  links,  strike  out  "sec¬ 
tion  31,”  and  insert  “secN.on/30,”;  on  page 

31,  line  6,  strike  out  “section/21  (b)  ”  and  in¬ 
sert  “section  20(b)”;  on  page  31,  line  12, 
strike  out  “31(a)”  and  insert  “30(a)  ”;  on 
page  31,  line  24,  strike  out  “sexton  15”  and 
insert  “section  14”;  on/page  32,  line  2,  strike 
out  “section  15(a)”  /nd  insert  ‘\ection  14 
(a)”;  on  page  32,  luie  8,  strike  outV'section 
15(a)"  and  insert /section  14(a)”;  on  page 

32,  line  10,  strike  out  “section  31(d)(1)” 
and  insert  “section  30(c)(1)”;  on  page  32, 
line  15,  strike/out  “section  15,  by  section.  21 
(a),”  and  insert  “section  14,  by  section 
(a) ,”;  on  pafee  32,  line  16,  strike  out  “24(b) 
and  insect  “23(b),”;  on  page  32,  line  17,' 
strike  oux  “section  30,”  and  insert  “section 
29,”;  ana  on  page  32,  line  18,  strike  out  “sec¬ 
tion  ?1”  and  insert  “section  30.” 

ie  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
tcC  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE  OF  1954 

Mr.  FORAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  8229)  to 
amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  to  provide  an  exemption  from  in¬ 
come  tax  for  supplemental  unemploy¬ 
ment  benefit  trusts,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Mills,  Forand,  King 
of  California,  Mason,  and  Byrnes  of 
Wisconsin. 


INDI 


BOUNDARY  MARKERS  ON 
RESERVATIONS 

Mr.  LIBONATI.  Mr.  Speaker,  t  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  frqik  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  4$86)  to 
amend  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code 
to  make  it  unlawful  to  destroy,  deface, 
or  remove  certain  boundary  markers  on 
Indian  reservations,  and  feb  trespass  on 
Indian  reservations  to  /nunt,  fish,  or 
trap,  with  Senate  amendments  thereto, 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read/ the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows 

Page  2,  line  /4,  after  “fishing”  insert 
“thereon”. 

Page  2,  line/15,  after  “fish”  insert  "there¬ 
from”. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  fimm  Illinois? 

Ti/re  was  no  objection. 

ie  Senate  amendments  were  con- 
ci/red  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
'table. 


COORDINATED  SYSTEM  OF  TRANS¬ 
PORTATION  FOR  THE  NATION’S 
CAPITAL 

Mr.  McMILLAN  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  11135)  to  aid  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  coordinated  system  of 
transportation  for  the  National  Capital 
region:  to  create  a  temporary  National 
Capital  Transportation  Agency;  to  au¬ 
thorize  negotiation  to  create  an  inter¬ 
state  agency;  and  for  other  purposes. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2061) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11135)  to  aid  in  the  development  of  a  coordi¬ 
nated  system  of  transportation  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  region;  to  create  a  temporary 
^National  Capital  Transportation  Agency;  to 
authorize  negotiation  to  create  an  interstate 
agency;  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met, 
afb^r  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  Recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

Thatkthe  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  tovthe  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In.  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  hy  the  Senate  amendment  Insert 
the  following; 

“TITLE  I - SHORT\TTTLE,  STATEMENT  OF  FINDINGS 

AND  POLICY,  AND  DEFINITIONS 

tort  title 

"Sec.  101.  This  Art  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘National  Capital  Transportation  Act  of  I960’. 

“ Statement  of  fi-n^ings  and  policy 
“Sec.  102.  The  Congress  finds  that  an  im¬ 
proved  transportation  system  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  region  (1)  is  essential  for  the 
continued  and  effective  performance  of  the 
functions  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  for  the  welfare  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  for  the  orderly  growth -.and  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  National  Capital  region,  and 
for  the  preservation  of  the  beauty  and  dig¬ 
nity  of  the  Nation’s  Capital;  (2)  requires  the 
planning  on  a  regional  basis  of  a  unified  sys¬ 
tem  of  freeways,  parkways,  express  transit 
service  on  exclusive  rights-of-way,  and  other 
major  transportation  facilities;  (3)  requires 
cooperation  among  the  Federal,  State,  and 
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local  governments  of  the  region  and  public 
carrierssjn  the  development  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  major  transportation  facilities;  (4) 
requires  financial  participation  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  the  creation  of  certain 
major  transportation  facilities  that  axe 
beyond  the  financial  capacity  or  borrowing 
power  of  the  public  carriers,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  the  local  governments  of  the 
region;  and  (5)  requires  coordination  of 
transportation  facilities  with  other  public 
facilities  and  with  the  use  of  land,  public 
and  private.  The  Congress  therefore  declares 
that  it  is  the  continuingSpolicy  and  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Federal  Government,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  of  the  National  Capital  region,  and 
making  full  use  of  private  enterprise  when¬ 
ever  appropriate,  to  encourage  Nand  aid  in 
the  planning  and  development  or-,  a  unified 
and  coordinated  transportation  s^tem  for 
the  National  Capital  region. 

“Definitions 

“Sec.  103.  When  used  in  this  Act — 

“(a)  ‘National  Capital  region’  means  £he 
District  of  Columbia,  Montgomery  an< 
Prince  Georges  Counties  in  the  State  of 
Maryland,  Arlington,  Fairfax,  Loudoun,  and 
Prince  William  Counties  and  the  cities  of 
Alexandria  and  Falls  Church  in  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia,  and  all  other  cities 
now  or  hereafter  existing  in  Maryland  or 
Virginia  within  the  geographic  area  bounded 
by  the  outer  boundaries  of  the  combined 
area  of  said  counties  and  cities. 

“(b)  ‘Government  agency’  and  ‘govern¬ 
ment  agencies’  mean  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  District  of  Columbia,  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia,  State  of  Maryland,  or 
any  political  subdivision,  agency,  or  instru¬ 
mentality  thereof  which  is  located  within,  or 
whose  jurisdiction  includes  all  or  part  of, 
the  National  Capital  region;  the  term  in¬ 
cludes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  public  authori¬ 
ties,  towns,  villages,  cities,  other  municipali¬ 
ties,  and  counties. 

“TITLE  II - CREATION  OP  A  NATIONAL  CAPITAL 

TRANSPORTATION  AGENCY 

“ National  Capital  Transportation  Agency 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established 
the  National  Capital  Transportation  Agency 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Agency’). 
The  Agency  shall  be  subject  to  the  direction 
and  supervision  of  the  President,  or  the  head 
of  such  department  or  agency  as  he  may 
designate.  The  Agency  shall  be  headed  by 
an  Administrator  who  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  and  who  shall  re¬ 
ceive  compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  the 
maximum  rate  for  grade  18  of  the  General 
Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  plus  $500  per  annum. 

“(b)  To  assist  the  Administrator  in  the 
execution  of  the  functions  vested  in/the 
Agency  there  shall  be  a  Deputy  AdoUnis- 
trator  who  shall  be  appointed  by  thgPresi- 
dent,  by  and  with  the  advice  anq/consent 
of  the  Senate,  and  who  shall  receive  com¬ 
pensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  maximum 
rate  for  grade  18  of  the  General  Schedule  of 
the  Classification  Act  of  194 p,  as  amended. 
The  Deputy  Administrate/  shall  perform 
such  duties  as  the  Administrator  may  from 
time  to  time  designate  ahd  shall  be  Acting 
Administrator  during  line  absence  or  dis¬ 
ability  of  the  Adminis/ator. 

“(c)  No  Administrator  or  Deputy  Adminis¬ 
trator  shall,  durinaTiis  continuance  in  oflice, 
be  engaged  in  any  other  business,  but  shall 
devote  himself /o  the  work  of  the  Agency. 
No  Administrator  or  Deputy  Administrator 
or  member  61  the  Advisory  Board  (estab¬ 
lished  in  section  202)  shall  have  financial 
interest  ill  any  corporation  engaged  in  the 
business  of  providing  public  transportation 
nor  inr  any  corporation  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  or  selling  of  passenger  trans¬ 
portation  equipment  or  facilities. 


** Advisory  board 

“Sec.  202.  There  is  established  an  Advisory 
Board  of  the  National  Capital  Transporta¬ 
tion  Agency.  The  Advisory  Board  shall  be 
composed  of  five  members  appointed  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con¬ 
sent  of  the  Senate,  at  least  three  of  whom 
shall  be  residents  of  the  National  Capital 
region.  The  President  shall  designate  one 
member  as  chairman.  The  Advisory  Board 
shall  meet  at  least  once  every  ninety  days. 
The  Advisory  Board  shall  advise  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  in  respect  of  such  matters  as 
the  general  policies  of  the  Agency;  Agency 
policies  in  connection  with  acquisition,  de¬ 
sign,  and  construction  of  facilities;  fees  for 
the  use  of  Agency  facilities  and  property; 
planning  and  administration  generally;  and 
such  other  matters  as  may  be  referred  to  it 
by  the  Administrator  or  which  the  Advisory 
Board,  in  its  discretion,  may  consider.  Each 
member  of  the  Advisory  Board,  when  actu¬ 
ally  engaged  in  the  performance  of  his 
duties,  shall  receive  for  his  services  com¬ 
pensation  at  a  rate  not  in  excess  of  the  per 
diem  equivalent  of  the  maximum  rate  for 
grade  18  of  the  General  Schedule  of  the 
^Glassification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to¬ 
cher  with  travel  expenses  as  authorized 
byssection  5  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  73b— 2),  for  persons  em¬ 
ployed  intermittently  as  consultants  or  ex¬ 
perts  and  receiving  compensation  on  a  p/ 
diem  wntei  actually  employed  basis. 

“Advisor*  and  coordinating  committees 

“Sec.  203\ta)  The  Administrator /{s  au¬ 
thorized  to  establish  such  advisory/and  co¬ 
ordinating  committees  composed /of  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  Swde  and  local  governments. 
Federal  agencies, Vther  Government  agen¬ 
cies,  and  such  private  organizations  and  per¬ 
sons  as  may  be  neceteary  of  helpful  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  maximum  amount  of  cooperation 
and  correlation  of  effort/  in  order  that  a 
coordinated  system  of  t/msportation  be  de¬ 
veloped  for  the  NationarC  Capital  region. 
These  advisory  and  orordinateng  committees 
shall  consider  problems  referred  to  them  by 
the  Administrator  and  shall  naake  recom¬ 
mendations  to  tne  Administrator  concern¬ 
ing  the  activities  of  the  Agencyyas  they 
affect  transit/  traffic,  and  highwa\  condi¬ 
tions,  and  other  matters  of  mutual  interest 
to  the  Agency  and  to  the  Governmentagen- 
cies,  organizations,  and  persons  represented 
on  the/advisory  and  coordinating  commit¬ 
tees.  '  ' 

f)  The  advisory  and  coordinating  com-' 
mmees  shall  serve  the  Agency  solely  in  an 
~  flvisory  capacity.  Members  of  such  com- 
,  littees  shall  serve  thereon  without  addi¬ 
tional  compensation.  Members  who  are  not 
representatives  of  an  agency  of  the  United 
States  may  receive  travel  expenses  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  5  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2),  for 
persons  serving  without  compensation.  < 

" Preparation  and  approval  of  transit  devel¬ 
opment  program 

“Sec.  204.  The  Agency — 

“(a)  Shall  prepare,  and  may  from  time  to 
time  revise,  a  Transit  Development  Program. 
The  Transit  Development  Program  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  a  plan  or  plans  indicating  the  general 
location  of  facilities  in  which  the  Agency 
will  participate  for  the  transportation  of 
persons  within  the  National  Capital  region, 
a  timetable  for  the  provision  of  such  facili¬ 
ties  and  comprehensive  financial  reports  in¬ 
cluding  costs,  revenues,  and  benefits.  The 
Transit  Development  Program  may  indicate 
(1)  the  routes  of  surface,  subsurface,  and 
elevated  carriers,  including  bus  and  other 
motor  vehicle  carriers,  rail  carriers,  water¬ 
borne  carriers,  air  carriers,  and  other  car¬ 
riers,  and  (2)  the  location  and  extent  of  ter¬ 
minals,  stations,  platforms,  motor  vehicle 
parking  facilities  for  transit  users,  extra- 
wide  median  strips  and  other  rights-of-way, 


docks,  rails  or  tracks  or  other  similar  fa 
cilities,  bridges,  tunnels,  buildings  or  strua 
tures  powerplants,  repair  shops,  yards,  ga 
rages,  and  other  necessary  facilities  relaxing 
to  the  transportation  of  persons./  The 
Transit  Development  Program  shall/to  the 
extent  practicable,  conform  to  th/  general 
plan  for  the  development  of  ther  National 
Capital  region  and  to  the  co/rprehensive 
plan  for  the  National  Capita/  within  the 
meaning  of  sections  3,  4,  an/ 5  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Planning  Act/f  1952  (66  Stat. 
781),  except  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
President.  / 

“(b)  Shall,  in  the  /preparation  of  the 
Transit  Development/Program,  give  special 
consideration  to :  / 

“(1)  Expanded  /fee  of  existing  facilities 
and  services,  including  expanded  use  and 
development  of/fexisting  railroad  lines  into 
the  District  ot  Columbia,  and  coordinated 
and  efficient/transit  service  across  jurisdic¬ 
tional  boundaries  and  between  areas  served 
by  different  companies:  Provided,  That  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the  District 
of  Cohunbia,  before  granting  its  approval 
to  an/  further  conversion  by  the  D.C.  Tran¬ 
sit  System,  Inc.,  of  street  railway  operations 
t<ybus  operations  as  provided  in  section  7 
/  the  Act  of  July  24,  1956  (70  Stat.  598), 
shall  consult  with  the  Agency  on  the  pos¬ 
sible  use  of  street  railway  facilities  and 
equipment  in  the  Transit  Development  Pro¬ 
gram.  The  Commission  may  withhold  its 
approval  of  such  conversion  and  require 
the  preservation  of  equipment  and  facilities 
already  withdrawn  from  service  if  it  finds 
that  there  fe*  a  substantial  possibility  that 
the  Transit  Development  Program  will  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  continued  use  of  street  rail¬ 
way  facilities  and  equipment. 

“(2)  Early  development  of  a  subway  from 
Union  Station  capable  of  rapid  dispersal  of 
passengers  from  the  railhead  to  the  prin¬ 
cipal  employment  centers  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  its  immediate  environs, 
and  capable  of  being  extended  to  serve  other 
parts  of  the  region:  Provided,  That  no  free¬ 
way,  or  new  parkway  more  than  two  lanes 
in  width,  shall  be  built  within  the  District 
of  Columbia  west  of  Twelfth  Street,  North¬ 
west,  and  north  of  either  the  north  or  the 
west  legs  of  the  proposed  Inner  Loop  Free¬ 
way,  the  proposed  Potomac  River  Express¬ 
way,  or  the  proposed  Palisades  Parkway, 
before  July  1,  1965;  and  the  Agency  shall 
not  later  than  January  10,  1965,  submit  to 
the  President,  for  transmittal  to  Congress, 
its  recommendation  as  to  whether  any  such 
‘freeway  or  parkway  should  thereafter  be 
viilt. 

3)  Acquisition  and  development  of 
righte-of-way  and  related  facilities  for  pro¬ 
viding,  express  transit  lines  in  conjunction 
with  major  highways  and  bridges. 

“(c)  Shall  prepare  proposals  for  imple¬ 
menting  iyeh  part  of  the  Transit  Develop¬ 
ment  Program,  including  preliminary  engi¬ 
neering  plank  descriptions  of  the  character 
of  services  to  be  rendered,  estimates  of  costs 
and  revenues,  arrangements  for  financing 
and  organization^and  other  information  set¬ 
ting  forth  the  mam^er  in  which  the  program 
is  to  be  carried  out  ^Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  Transit  Development  Program  shall 
be  carried  out  by  the  Agency  until  a  report 
containing  a  full  and  complete  description 
of  that  part  of  the  prograrfa  has  been  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress,  ante  the  execution 
of  that  part  of  the  programVhas  been  ex¬ 
pressly  authorized  by  legislation  thereafter 
enacted  by  the  Congress.  \ 

“(d)  In  order  to  facilitate  theVransition 
from  a  Federal  agency  to  an  interstate  pro¬ 
prietary  agency  and  to  further  coordination 
within  the  National  Capital  region/tehall 
submit  the  Transit  Development  Program 
and  any  revision  thereof:  (1)  to  the  govern¬ 
ing  bodies  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  Monty 
gomery  and  Prince  Georges  Counties  in  the' 
State  of  Maryland,  and  Arlington,  Fairfax, 
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IGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  supplemental  appropriation\bill.  Senate  committee  re* 
ported  resolution  to  adjust  sugar  quotas.  Both  Houses^agreed  to  conference  reports 
and  cleared  for  President;  Independent  offices  appropriation  bill;  .legislative 
branch  appropriation  bill.  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  on  general  Government 
matters  appropriation  bill./  Both  Houses  passed  appropriation  continuation  measure. 
Both  Houses  overrode  President's  veto  of  pay  raise  bill.  Hou&e  received  conference 
report  on  road  authorization  bill,  including  forest  roads.  House  committee  voted  to 
report  bill  to  permit  inclusion  of  administrative  costs  in  crop  insurance  premiums. 


SENATE 

SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  By  a  vote  of  90  to  2,  passedN^ith  amend¬ 
ments  this  /bill,  H.  R.  12740  (pp.  14378-80).  The  bill  had  been  reported  earlier 
by  the  Appropriations  Committee  with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  1832)  (p.  1437.3). 

Agreed  to  the  following  committee  amendments:  To  strike  out  $500,000  to 
ARS  tot  the  construction  of  an  entomology  laboratory  and  insert  $5,200,000  to 
ARS  £6r  the  construction  of  facilities;  to  provide  to  SCS  $1,800,000  additional 
f or/watershed  protection  and  $1,570,000  for  flood  prevention;  to  provide 
$1/350,000  addition  to  AMS  to  permit  inspection  of  £oultry-food  products  in 
Processing  plants  during  fiscal  year  1961;  and  to  provide  §30,000,000  to  the 


Bateau  of  Public  Roads  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred  in  the 
of  forest  highways,  p.  14378 


thor- 


reed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Hayden  to  provide  that  appropriations, 
izatior^,  and  funds  available  to  departments  and  agencies  for  the  fiscal, 

1961  may.be  apportioned  on  the  basis  indicating  the  need  for  suppleme  L  esti¬ 
mates  so  as  to  permit  the  payment  of  pay  increases  provided  for  in  ne  ay 

raise  law.  \p.  14379 

Agreed  to\an  amendment  by  Sen.  Johnson  to  provide  $5,031,000  fo  ''construction 
of  an  international  storage  dam  on  the  Rio  Grande  by  the  U.  S.  an^  Mexico. 

(p.  14379).  Conferees  were  appointed,  p.  14380 

2.  INDEPENDENT  OFF I Ce\ APPROPRIATIONS  BILL,  1961.  Both  Hous  eed  to  the  con¬ 

ference  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  11776,  and  acted  on  a  nts  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  This  bill  wil\now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp,  -6,  14309-12 

3.  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961 *  Agr  the  conference 

report  on  this  bill,  H.  Re  11389,  and  acted  on  amendmepit  isagreement. 

This  bill  will  now  be  sent\to  the  President,  p.  1429> 


4. 


SUGAR.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  217,  to 
authorize  the  President  to  make  certain  adjustments  in  the  sugar  quotas  for 
—foreign  countries  ($.  Rent.  1833|.  p.  14215 
Sen 


Long,  Hawaii,  inserted  a'hewspaper  editorial,  "Sugar  as  a  Foreign 
Policy  Instrument,"  discussing  the\3roposed  legislation  to  give  the  President 
authority  to  adjust  foreign  sugar  quotas.  R4  14226 


5.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961. 
report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12232,  with 
remaining  amendment  of  the  Senate  in  dj 
to  the  President,  pp.  14297-9,  14341, 


>th  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference 
(e  Senate  agreeing  to  recede  from  the 
.agreement.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 


6,  PERSONNEL;  PAY  RAISE.  Both  Houses  y6ted  to  override  the  President's  veto  of 
H.  R.  9883,  the  pay  raise  bill  tor  Federal  employees  (the  House  by  a  vote  of 
345  to  69,  and  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  74  to  24)\  The  bill  now  becomes  law. 
pp.  14307-8,  14264,  14265-6,  1^275-92  (Public  Law\86-568) 


c 


7.  TEMF0RARAY  APPROPRIATIONS.  Bdth  Houses  passed  wit hou£\ amendment  H.  J.  Res.  778, 

the  appropriations  continuation  resolution  to  make  temporary  appropriations 
until  Aug.  31,  1960,  to  those  departments  and  agencies  whose  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  have  not  yet  Keen  enacted.  This  measure  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  pp.  14293,  /14307-3 

X  xtf 

8.  LANDS.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  2587,  to  require  an  act  of  Congress  for  public 
land  withdrawals  inr  excess  of  5,000  acres  in  the  aggregate  for^any  project  or 
facility  of  any  department  or  agency  of  the  Government,  pp.  14416-7 

Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  7004,  to  permit  consistent *t>racti<xes  in  the 
management  of  ell  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  so  far  as  investigations, 
cooperative  agreements,  and  acceptance  of  contributions  are  concerned^.  pp« 
14428-9 


9.  HAWAII.  Agreed  to  H.  Con.  Res.  706,  authorizing  certain  correction  in  th^ en¬ 
rolling  of  H.  R.  11602,  to  amend  certain  laws  in  light  of  the  admission  oi 
Hawaii  into  the  Union,  p.  14268 

/ 

10.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12231,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  14293-4,  14308-9 


Calendar  No.  1901 


86th  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  /Session  j 

{  No.  1833 

TEMPORARY  ADJUSTMENT  OF  SUGAR  QUOTAS 


July  1,  1960. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Byrd  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Finance,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.J.  Res.  217] 

The  Committee  on  Finance,  to  whom  was  referred  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.J.  Res.  217)  to  authorize  the  President  to  make  certain  adjust¬ 
ments  in  the  sugar  quotas  for  foreign  countries,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recom¬ 
mend  that  the  joint  resolution  do  pass. 

PURPOSE 

This  joint  resolution  would  grant  to  the  President  the  authority  to 
determine  the  sugar  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of  the  year  i960 
in  such  amount  or  amounts  as  he  finds  in  the  national  interest. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  Finance  Committee,  realizing  the  extreme  emergency  with 
regard  to  sugar  quotas,  has  approved  this  resolution  to  prevent 
possible  catastrophe  during  the  time  Congress  is  in  recess. 

The  Cuban  sugar  quota  is  well  on  its  way  to  being  filled  for  the 
current  year,  1960.  However,  a  considerable  amount  of  sugar  may 
still  be  shipped  from  Cuba  under  the  1960  quota  arrangement.  Much, 
if  not  all,  of  this  could  be  landed  on  our  shores  during  the  month  of 
July  and  before  the  Congress  reconvenes  in  August. 

The  House-passed  bill,  H.R.  12311,  has  just  been  referred  to  the 
Finance  Committee.  It  comes  so  late  that  there  is  no  time  for  hear¬ 
ings  and  it  is  sufficiently  controversial  in  nature  that  it  would  appear  to 
be  impossible  to  expect  the  Senate  to  act  in  the  1  day  left  before  the 
recess  begins. 

The  Congress  is  thereby  faced  with  the  problem  of  having  no  sugar 
legislation  pass  the  Congress  before  returning  in  August.  During  this 
period  Cuba,  with  a  stepped  up  shipping  program  known  to  be  under- 
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would  be  provided  for  Cuba  under  the  terms  of  title  II  of 
such  Act  in  the  absence  of  the  provisions  of  this  joint  reso¬ 
lution,  and  such  determinations  shall  become  effective  imme¬ 
diately  upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  proclamation  thereof  ; 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  requirements  of 
consumers  in  the  United  States,  the  President  is  thereafter 
authorized  to  cause  or  permit  to  be  brought  or  imported  into 
or  marketed  in  the  United  States,  at  such  times  and  from 
such  sources,  foreign  or  domestic,  including  any  country 
whose  quota  has  been  so  reduced  or  which  has  not  been 
assigned  a  quota  under  such  Act,  and  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the  prevail¬ 
ing  circumstances,  a  quantity  of  sugar,  not  in  excess  of  the 
sum  of  any  reductions  in  quotas  made  pursuant  to  this  joint 
resolution:  Provided,  That,  except  with  respect  to  Cuba, 
no  action  under  this  joint  resolution  shall  alter  the  quota 
rights  of  any  country  as  now  established  in  such  Act:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  if  the  President  finds  that  raw  sugar  is 

© 

not  reasonably  available,  he  may,  as  provided  above,  cause 
°i  pcim.it  to  be  imported  such  quantity  of  sugar  in  the  form 
°!  direct-consumption  sugar  as  may  be  required. 
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i  CONGRESS  O  O  19011 
2d  Session  |^#  |\.  |  1  1 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  1,  1960 
Received 


AN  ACT 

To  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (relating  to  ter- 

4  min  a,  ti  on  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is 

5  amended  by  striking  out  “1960”  in  each  place  it  appears 

6  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961  . 

7  Sec.  2.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to  the 

8  termination  and  refund  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal 

9  Ee venue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1961” 

10  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

11  “1962”. 
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Sec.  3.  Section  204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (relating  to  proration  of  deficits) ,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “shall  not  be  reduced”  and  inserting  “may  be 
reduced”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  302(b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (relating  to  the  establishment  of  proportionate 
shares  for  farms) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  a  colon  and  the 
following:  Provided,  That  75  per  centum  of  any  increase  in 
proportionate  shares  in  any  area  where  restrictions  are  in 
effect  for  the  1961  crop  year  over  the  total  of  restricted  pro¬ 
portionate  shares  established  for  such  area  in  the  preceding 
year,  less  any  shares  arising  from  the  1960  growth  factor, 
shall  be  reserved  for  new  producers. 

Sec.  5.  Section  408  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (relating  to  suspension  of  quotas) ,  is  amended 
to  designate  such  section  as  subsection  “(a)”;  and  to  add 
a  new  subsection  “  (b)  ”  as  follows: 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this 
Act,  for  the  period  ending  December  31,  1961: 

“(1)  The  President  shall  determine,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provisions  of  title  II,  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  the 
balance  of  calendar  year  1960  and  for  calendar  year  1961 
in  such  amount  or  amounts  as  he  shall  find  from  time  to 
time  to  be  in  the  national  interest:  Provided ,  however, 


3 


1  That  in  no  event  shall  such  quota  at  any  time  exceed  such 

2  amount  as  would  he  provided  for  Cuba  under  the  terms 

3  of  title  II  in  the  absence  of  the  amendments  made  herein, 

4  and  such  determinations  shall  become  effective  immediately 

5  upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  the  President’s 

6  proclamation  thereof ; 

7  “(2)  For  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  requirements 

8  of  consumers  in  the  United  States,  the  President  is  there- 

9  after  authorized  to  cause  or  permit  to  he  brought  or  imported 

10  into  or  marketed  in  the  United  States,  at  such  times  and 

11  from  such  sources,  including  any  country  whose  quota 

12  has  been  so  reduced,  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  condi- 

13  tions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the  prevailing  circum- 

14  stances,  a  quantity  of  sugar,  not  in  excess  of  the  sum  of 

15  any  reductions  in  quotas  made  pursuant  to  this  subsection: 

16  Provided ,  however,  That  any  part  of  such  quantity  equiva- 

17  lent  to  the  proration  of  domestic  deficits  to  the  country 

18  whose  quota  has  been  reduced  may  be  allocated  to  domestic 

19  areas  and  the  remainder  of  such  quantity  (plus  any  part 

20  of  such  allocation  that  domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fill) 

21  shall  he  apportioned  in  raw  sugar  as  follows: 

22  “  (i)  There  shall  first  be  allocated  to  other  foreign 

23  countries  for  which  quotas  or  prorations  thereof  of  not 

24  less  than  three  thousand  or  more  than  ten  thousand 

25  short  tons,  raw  value,  are  provided  in  section  202(c), 
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sncli  quantities  of  raw  sugar  as  are  required  to  permit 
importation  in  such  calendar  year  of  a  total  of  ten  thou¬ 
sand  short  tons,  raw  value,  from  such  country; 

“  (ii)  There  shall  next  be  apportioned  to  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines  15  per  centum  of  the  remainder 
of  such  importation; 

“  (iii)  The  balance,  including  any  unfilled  balances 
from  allocations  already  provided,  shall  be  allocated  to  or 
purchased  from  foreign  countries  having  quotas  under 
section  202  (c) ,  other  than  those  provided  for  in  the 
preceding  subparagraph  (i) ,  in  amounts  prorated  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  quotas  established  under  section  202  (c)  : 
Provided,  That  if  additional  amounts  of  sugar  are  re¬ 
quired  the  President  may  authorize  the  purchase  of 
such  amounts  from  any  foreign  countries,  without  regard 
to  allocation; 

“  (3)  If  the  President  finds  that  raw  sugar  is  not  reason¬ 
ably  available,  he  may,  as  provided  in  (2)  above,  cause  or 
permit  to  he  imported  such  quantity  of  sugar  in  the  form 
of  direct-consumption  sugar  as  may  he  required.” 

Sec.  6.  Sections  101  (j) ,  203,  205(a),  209(a), 
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1  209  (c) ,  and  307  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  are 

2  each  amended  by  striking  out  the  words  “The  Territory  of” 

3  in  each  place  where  they  appear  therein. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  30,  1960. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  and  House  rejected  meas'hre  to  permit  President  to  adjust 

)ban  sugar  quota.  Sen,  Johnson  propped  new  farm  program.  Sen,  Carlson  urged 
study  of  wheat.  Both  Houses  received  conference  repo^  on  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  Wd  authorization  bill,  in¬ 
cluding  forest  roads.  Senate  confirmed  nomination  of  Stephens  to  be  USDA  General 
Counsel.  Sen.  Murray  introduce^ and  discussed  bill  to  est^lish  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System.  Sen.  Humphrey  introduced  and  discussedNbill  to  establisa  na¬ 
tional  security  food  and  fib^  reserve. 


*H0USE 


1. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961,  Both  Houses  considered  Senate  amendments 
to  this  bill,  h/R,  12740  (pp.  14603,  14616-31,  14651,  14586).  By  f\^ote 
257  to  109,  the  House  agreed  to  a  Rules  Committee  resolution  providings 
sideration  o/the  bill  with  Senate  amendments  (pp,  14616-27).  The  House  con¬ 
curred  in  Serna te  amendments  to  provide  to  CCS  $1,000,000  additional  for  — - 

shed  protection  and  $1,570,000  additional  for  flood  prevention  activities 
(p.  146280.  The  House  receded  from  its  disagreement  to,  and  concurred  in, 
sLateZendments  to  strike  out  "$500,000  to  ARS  for  the  construction  of  an  \ 
entomdloev  laboratory  and  insert  $5,200,000  to  MS  for  the  construction  of  ifSil 
iti g£  and  to  provide  $1,350,000  addition  to  /MS  to  pennit  inspection  o£  poultry 


food  products  in  processing  plants  during  fiscal  year  1961  (p.  14651). /The 
House  agreed  to  insist  on  its  disagreement  to  a  Senate  amendment  to  provide 
$30,000,000  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  payment  of  obljgations/incurred 
in  the  construction  of  forest  highways,  and  a  Senate  amendment  to  provide  that 
appropriations,  authorizations,  and  funds  available  to  department/3 4 5 6 7 and  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  1961  may  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  indicat/ng  the  need 
for  supplemental  estimates  so  as  to  permit  the  payment  of  pay  increases  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  n&w  pay  raise  law  (p.  14651).  / 


2.  SUGAR.  Agreed  to  a  resolution  (H«  Res.  598)  providing  for  the  return  to  the 

Senate  without  action  S.  J.  Res.  217,  to  permit  the  President  to  adjust  Cuban 
sugar  quotas  for  the  balance  of  the  calendar  year  1960,  Rep.  McCormack  stated 
that  the  resolution  "states  that  the  House  respectfully  declines  to  receive  it 
on  the  ground  that  it  involves  revenue  or  affects  revenue;  and,  under  the 
Constitution,  such  legislation  should  originate  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives."  p.  14657 

3.  ROADS;  FORESTRY.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  10495, 

the  highway  authorization  bill!  As  agreed  to  t/e  bill  authorizes  $33,000,000 
for  forest  highways  for  each  ofx^he  fiscal  yeats  1962  and  1963,  and  $35,000,000 
and  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal  years  1962  arnd  1963,  respectively,  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails,  and  authorize*©  $500,000  for  the  construction  of 
a  road  on  forest  land  in  Ga.  (pp.  14^46-9/  14602-3).  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President.  \  / 

4.  POSTAL  RATES;  EDUCATION.  Concurred  in/^hh  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  4595,  to 

darify  and  make  uniform  certain  pro/isions  of  law  relating  to  special  postage 
rates  for  educational,  cultural,  and  library  materials  (pp.  14599-600).  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Presi/aent.  \ 

5.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES;  EDUCATION.  /Passed  without Amendment  S.  3450,  to  amend 

section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  supportvof  colleges  of  agriculture 
and  mechanic  arts)  of  the  4cjt  of  June  29,  1935,  so\as  to  increase  the  author¬ 
ized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 

The  bill  increases  the  amount  to  be  equally  distributed  to  States  from  $1 
million  each  fiscal  year/to  $7,650,000,  and  increases  che  amount  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  annually  on  thd  basis  of  relative  population  frbm  $1,501,500  each 
fiscal  year  to  $4,j00/000. (pp.  14606-12)  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President.  A  siraila/  bill,  H.  R.  10876  was  tabled.  \ 

6.  LANDS,  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  7004,  to  permit  consistent 

practices  in  the  management  of  all  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lahds  so  far  as 
investigations/cooperative  agreements,  and  acceptance  of  contributions  are 
concerned  (p,  /i4631).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President^ 

7.  COCONUT  MEAT/  SOFTWOODS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11748,  re¬ 

lating  to  the  suspension  of  duty  on  metal  scrap,  including  provisions  no  fix 
the  import  duty  at  1-1/10  cents  per  pound  on  fresh  coconut  meat  which  has  not 
been  desiccated,  and  provides  for  the  duty-free  importation  of  tight  barrelheads 
of  soft  wood  (pp.  14604-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  N. 

*(This  is  a  partial  report;  the  balance  of  the  proceedings  for  July  2  have  not 
yet  been  printed.)  \ 
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8.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  criticized  the  farm  program,  stating  that,  "Thd  basic 
aim  orvany  farm  program  should  be  to  create  conditions  under  which  the  family- 
size  fa^m  can  be  operated  at  a  reasonable  profit,"  and  called  for  better  dis¬ 
tribution,  and  price  support  programs  on  a  commodity- by- commodity  basis,  and 
agreement  \y  farmers  "on  the  programs  that  are  best  for  them."  pp./14446-7 


9.  WHEAT.  Sen.  Oerlson  inserted  and  commended , this  Department's 
ter  requesting.a  study  "in  regard  to  the  relation  of  wheat  to 
economy,"  in  wh\ch  he  was  informed  that  such  a  study  had  been 


repj 


results  would  be 
Secretary  Benson 


to  his  let- 
rest  of  the 
and  the 

rovided  "as  early  as  possible."  He  fur the/  commended 
r  his  "prompt  response  to  this  request.’/  pp.  14467-8 


started 


10.  NOMINATION.  Confirmee 
Counsel  of  this  Deps 


vthe  nomination  of  Mr.  Carl  J.  Stephens  to  be  General 
^ent.  p.  14595 


11.  SUGAR.  By  a  vote  of  80  to  0,  passed  with  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  217,  to  give  the 
President  authority  to  determine  the  sugar  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of 
the  calendar  year  1960  in  such  amounts  as  he  shall  find  from  time  to  time  to  be 
in  the  national  interest,  pp.  14532-3,  14533-4,  14546,  14549-53 


12.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Byrd,  chairman.  Joint  Committed  on  Reduction  of  Nonessential 


ie  committee,  "Federal  Personnel 
and  Pay,  April  1960  and  March 


sizing  the  action  of  Congress  in  over- 
*al  employees  pay  raise  bill. 


Federal  Expenditures,  inserted  a  report 
in  Executive  Branch,  May  1960  and  April 
1960."  pp.  14447-50 

Sen.  Bush  inserted  two  articles  crj 
riding  the  President's  veto  of  the  Fed$ 

PP.  14573-4 

Passed  as  reported  S,  Res.  338,  eiepress^ng  the  sense  of  the  Senate  "that 
individuals  appointed  to  administrative  and.policymaking  posts  should  be  will¬ 
ing  to  serve  for  a  period  long  endugh  to  permit  them  to  contribute  effectively 
in  their  assigned  tasks"  and  "that  nominees  appearing  before  its  committees 
shall  indicate  their  willingness  to  serve  so  lohg  as  the  President  desires." 
pp.  14592-3 

Passed  as  reported  S,  314V,  to  provide  for  adjd^ting  the  interest  rate  pay¬ 
able  on  obligations  of  the/U.  S,  purchased  by  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  and 
Disability  Fund.  p.  1458j 


Cotton  on  the  accom- 
»nt  administration 


13.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Goldwater  inserted  a  report  by  Sei 

plishments  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  under  the  prei 
(1953-60).  pp.  14483-4 

14.  FARM  LOANS.  Sen.  goldwater  commended  the  Farm  Credit  Adminis citation  and  inserted 

a  report  by  Sen/Allott  on  the  accomplishments  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  during  th£  present  administration  (1953-60).  pp.  14484-5  x 

15.  PROCUREMENT. /Sen.  Goldwater  commended  the  work  of  GSA  and  inserted  a  report  by 

Sen,  Prouty  on  GSA  accomplishments  during  the  present  administration/  which 
contains  information  on  the  stockpiling,  surplus  disposal.  Federal  supply,  and 
other  programs  of  the  organization,  pp.  14486-7 

16.  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Mundt  urged  the  selection  of  Secretary  of  Interior  Seat 
as  tzne  Vice  Presidential  candidate  by  the  Republican  party  and  Inserted  the\text 

lis  recent  award  for  "distinguished,  courageous  service  rendered  in  the  cdo- 
ration  and  management  of  the  country's  natural  resources."  p.  14490 


17.  MARGARINE.  Sen.  Fulbright  inserted  his  statement  which  reviews  the  results  of 

the  Margarine  Act  passed  in  1950,  and  calls  the  Act  a  "success”  for  the  con-, 
sumer  and  for  the  fanner,  pp.  14490-1 

18.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3146,  to  authorize  the  CCC  tcy'clonate 


dairy  products  and  other  agricultural  commodities  for  use  in  home  econc 
courses,  r.  14507 


jiics 


19.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3533,  to  provide  th4t  the  pro¬ 

tection  of  cropland  acreage  and  of  diverted  acreage  used  in  determining  acre¬ 
age  allotments  aW  marketing  quotas,  that  is  provided  by  law  under  the  Great 
Plains  Conservation  Program  during  the  life  of  the  contract,  wpuld  be  extended 
after  termination  of  the  contract  for  an  additional  period  ecma 1  to  the  period 
of  the  contract.  p.\L4507 

20.  WILDLIFE.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  12533,  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty 
Act  so  as  to  increase  the,  penalties  for  violations  of  that  act.  pp.  14507-8 

21.  COTTON  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Ervin  criticized  the  Tariff  Commissions  recent  decision 

that  imports  of  cotton  products  were  having  no  adverse  effect  on  the  cotton 
export  subsidy  program,  calling,  it  the  result  of  the  President's  limiting  the 
investigation  to  those  imports  which  "render  or  trendto  render  ineffective,  or 
materially  interfere  with  th®  exphrt  subsidy  program,"  and  stating  that  the 
"case  had  been  prejudiced  from  the 'peginning."/  He  urged  a  Senate  investiga¬ 
tion  of  "this  entire  shameful  incident,"  and/was  joined  by  several  other 
Senators  in  his  criticism,  pp.  14521^7,  14,2^29-31 

22.  FOREIGN  TRADE,  Sen.  Javits  urged  CongresX  to  consider  legislation  which  would 

allow  the  Federal  Government  "to  extend^ loans  and  allow  tax  incentives  to 
business,  extend  technical  and  financial  assistance  to  communities  and  provide 
retraining  and  relocation  assistance/ to  workers"  when  the  President  determines 
that  such  industry  is  suffering  as/the  result  \f  import  competition.  Sens. 
Aiken,  Hartke,  and  Kuchel  also  discussed  the  problems  involved  in  competition 
from  foreign  imports,  pp,  1451JA6 


23.  POPULATION.  Sen.  Hickenloope^  inserted  a  speech  by  Hx.  F.  0.  Wilcox,  Assistant 

Secretary  of  State  for  International  Organization  Affairs,  which  states  the 
need  for  increased  financial  and  technical  aid  to  underdeveloped  countries  as 
well  as  foreign  trade  as/a  result  of  the  "population  explosion"  being  ex¬ 
perienced  by  these  countries.  He  includes  in  his  analysts  a  brief  summary  of 
the  role  the  Food  and/Agriculture  Organization  of  the  U.  N^  should  play  in 
this  program,  pp.  14469-72 

24.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  /Sen.  Hickenlooper  inserted  a  report  by  Sen.  Biddges,  "U.  S. 

Foreign  Policy  Under  the  Republican  Administration  —  1953-60,"  yhich  includes 
a  review  of  the  work  of  the  administration  in  the  Emergency  Coffe^  Agreement 
and  the  Inteipfiational  Food  for  Peace  Conference,  pp.  14472-3 

Sen.  Go^dwater  inserted  a  report  by  Sen.  Bennett  on  the  accomplishments  of 
the  Export Import  Bank  during  the  present  administration,  which  briefly  covers 
the  work/of  the  Bank  in  assisting  the  sale  of  farm  commodities  abroad  and  the 
number  /and  amount  of  loans  the  bank  has  made  using  Public  Law  480  funds, 
pp.  14483-4 

25.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  7758,  to  improve  the  administration  of 

overseas  activities  of  the  Government  by  providing  for  the  establishment  of  a 
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Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  placed  it  in  the 
Congressional  Record  about  a  year  ago. 
Then  a  few  months  ago  I  put  it  in  the 
Record  again.  It  is  rather  refreshing  for 
us  to  read  Nat  letter  every  once  in  a 
while.  Does  the  Senator  contend  that 
President  Eiserumwer  and  hiS  adminis¬ 
tration  did  not  mXke  that  correction? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  Xmtend  that  they  did 
not.  I  contend  tharvwhen  the  President 
ordered  this  hearingXnnder  section  22, 
the  question  to  be  exanWned  was  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  there  was  a  material  reduction 
in  American  textile  products  made  out 
of  American  grown  cotton  \y  reason  of 
these  imports.  The  President  would  not 
let  the  Tariff  Commission  investigate 
that  question  under  section  22.\On  the 
contrary,  the  President  limited  f>he  in¬ 
quiry  to  the  effect  on  exports,  not  the  ef¬ 
fect  on  imports.  \ 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower,  only  4  years  ago,  made  a  promi^ 
in  writing,  addressed  to  Joe  Martin,  who 
at  that  time  was  the  Republican  leader 
in  the  House,  and  who  had  taken  the 
matter  up  with  the  President,  that  the 
President  would  take  prompt  steps  to 
correct  the  situation.  Pour  years  have 
gone  by,  and  nothing  has  been  done. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  wonder.  We  are 
on  the  eve  of  another  election.  Does  the 
Senator  think  there  might  be  another 
“Dear  Joe”  letter  being  written  this  fall? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  would  not  be  surprised 
if  we  once  again  receive  more  promises 
than  performance. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  In  other  words, 
the  contention  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  is  that  we  cannot  rely  on  these 
promises,  and  it  looks  as  if  Congress  may 
have  to  act.  Is  that  correct? 

•  Mr.  ERVIN.  I  think  Congress  will 
have  to  act. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  Senator  re¬ 
members,  does  he  not,  that  in  1955,  or 
perhaps  it  was  in  1956,  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  barely  missed  putting 
an  amendment  on  the  mutual  security 
bill  to  take  care  of  this  very  situation? 
On  the  floor  of  the  Senate  an  amend¬ 
ment  was  offered  by  the  late  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia,  Mr.  George,  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  it  failed  of  adoption  on  the 
Senate  floor  by  a  single  vote. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  That  is  correct.  As  thri 
Senator  knows,  Congress  put  in  the  Re¬ 
ciprocal  Trade  Agreements  Act  two  pro¬ 
visions  to  protect  American  industry 
against  imports,  namely,  the  peril' point 
and  escape  clauses.  It  also  put/section 
22  into  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
to  protect  American  industries  manu¬ 
facturing  products  out  of/agricultural 
commodities.  Yet  the  American  textile 
industry  has  been  unable  to  get  any  re¬ 
lief  under  the  present  administration 
under  any  of  these  measures  which  Con¬ 
gress  has  created  fo/its  protection. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  shall  ask  this 
final  question:  Efoes  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina/  agree  with  me  that 
President  Eisenhower  and  his  admin¬ 
istration  coufd  correct  this  situation  if 
they  would? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  There  is  absolutely  no 
doubt  a/mt  that.  They  have  plenty  of 
poweiyto  make  a  full  and  fail-  investi¬ 
gation  under  section  22. 


Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Have  they  not  had 
that  power  all  along? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
But  is  it  not  true  that  they  ditched  that 
investigation  and  went  off  on  another 
tangent? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  They  restricted  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  investigations  to  such  an 
extent  that  it  was  made  impossible,  by 
reason  of  the  restriction,  to  grant  any 
relief. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Does  not  the  Senator  reach  the  conclu¬ 
sion,  especially  because  this  administra¬ 
tion  is  a  Republican  administration, 
that  if  the  next  administration  should 
be  a  Republican  administration,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  get  relief  from  Congress? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  have  no  doubt  about 
that.  I  despair  of  getting  relief  other¬ 
wise. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
That  being  so,  is  it  not  correct  to  say 
\that  the  textile  industry  may  not  be 
Xrong  enough  within  itself  to  secure 
th\  necessary  legislation? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mi\  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
It  maX  then  be  necessary  to  have  thy 
coal,  steW,  and  other  industries,  which 
are  now  beginning  to  get  hurt,  join  with 
us,  so  that  all  of  us  can  put/ out- 
shoulders  to  the  wheel.  / 

Mr.  ERVINA.  I  believe  that  iycorrect. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South /Carolina. 
It  will  take  all  of\he  industries  together 
to  correct  a  situation  whjch  so  badly 
needs  to  be  remedied,  at  this  time. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  The  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  is  correct,  iinunk  him  for  his 
participation  in  the  dfeciXsion  and  com¬ 
mend  him  for  the/nght  which  he  has 
waged  at  all  times  to  protect  basic 
American  industries  and  thosowho  work 
in  them.  /  \ 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  favor  protecting  this  industry,  and 
many  oth/s,  as  well,  whether  th(X  be 
plywood/ steel,  automobiles,  or  others. 
They  ynll  all  begin  to  suffer  in  the 
near  future.  They  are  not  hurting  tooS 
much  as  present,  but  it  will  not  be  long 
until  they  will  be  in  the  same  position 
tiie  textile  industry  is  in. 


JOSEPHINE  LUE  FAN  (ALSO  KNOWN 
AS  JOSEPHINE  FOOK-LAU,  JO¬ 
SEPH  LUE  FAN  (ALSO  KNOWN  AS 
JOSEPH  LEW-FAN),  AND  AURA 
JOAN  LUE  FAN 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Moss 
in  the  chair)  laid  before  the  Senate  the 
amendments  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  to  the  bill  (S.  2585)  for  the  relief 
of  Josephine  Lue  Fan  (also  known  as  Jo¬ 
sephine  Fook-Lau) ,  Joseph  Lue  Fan  (also 
known  as  Joseph  Lew-Fan) ,  and  Aura 
Joan  Lue  Fan,  which  were,  to  strike  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That,  for  the  purposes  of  sections  101(a) 
(27)  (A)  and  205  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act,  Joseph  Lue  Pan  and  Aura 
Joan  Lue  Pan,  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  be  the  minor  alien  children  of  King  Lue 
Fan,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read: 
“An  Act  for  the  relief  of  Joseph  Lue  Fan 
and  Aura  Joan  Lue  Fan.” 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  June  18,  1960,  the  Senate  passe/ 
S.  2585,  to  grant  the  status  of  perma¬ 
nent  residence  in  the  United  State/  to 
two  beneficiaries  who  are  the  soar  and 
daughter  of  a  U.S.  citizen.  They  are 
natives  of  an  adjacent  island  and  were 
unable  to  adjust  their  status  while 
minors  by  departing  from  JChe  United 
States  because  of  financial  limitations. 

On  June  30,  1960,  the  Hemse  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  passed  S.  2580,  with  amend¬ 
ments,  to  preserve  nonquota  status  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  beneficiaries.  Under  the 
amendments,  the  beneficiaries  will  have 
to  depart  from  the/united  States  and  re¬ 
enter  for  permanent  residence. 

This  measury  has  been  cleared,  and  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  amendments  to  S.  2585. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question J/s  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Sen/or  from  Texas. 

The/notion  was  agreed  to. 


/  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 
/  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi- 
aent,  I  have  received  a  number  of  re¬ 
quests  from  Senators  with  respect  to 
the  Executive  Calendar.  I  have  not  yet 
been  able  to  clear  all  of  the  items  on 
the  Executive  Calendar.  I  hope  to  be 
able  to  clear  everything  which  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  to  clear  before  the  recess. 

However,  no  opposition  has  been  ex¬ 
pressed  to  the  nominations  of  post¬ 
masters,  and  a  number  of  Senators  are 
interested  in  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  execu¬ 
tive  business,  for  the  confirmation  of 
the  nominations  of  postmasters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas. 


THE  ANTARCTIC  TREATY 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mi'.  President, 
may  I  inquire  of  the  majority  leader 
what  he  proposes  to  do  about  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Antarctic  Treaty? 
\Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  had 
hoped  that  it  would  be  possible  to  pro¬ 
ceed,  to  its  consideration  before  the 
recess.  However,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  is  aware  of  the  problem  which 
confronts  us.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
has  any  Vecommendation  to  make  in 
connectionWith  the  Antarctic  Treaty. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  As  the  Senator 
from  Texas  knows,  I  have  tried  to  have 
the  treaty  takm  up  ever  since  it  was 
reported  by  the\committee.  However, 
from  the  discussion  which  took  place 
earlier  with  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell!  and  \he  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  GrueningV  and  some  other 
Senators,  I  believe,  it  i\now  apparent 
that  considerable  time  wifi  be  required 
to  present  their  discussion  of  the  treaty. 

I  think  at  this  late  date  in  the  present 
session  it  will  be  impossible\to  allow 
enough  time  to  fully  discuss  the,  treaty. 

I  wonder  whether  the  majority\eader 
would  be  disposed  to  have  at  least Xvhat 
we  might  call  an  informal  agreement 
that  early  after  we  reassemble,  the  treaty 
may  be  scheduled  for  debate,  in  order 
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to  allowvadequate  time  to  the  proponents 
and  to  tlitt  opponents  to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  ma¬ 
jority  leadekis  always  disposed  to  go 
along  with  thh  recommendations  of  the 
Chairman  of  Xthe  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  If  i>hat  is  the  chairman’s 
wish,  I  shall  be  grad  to  assure  him  that 
after  we  assemble  on  August  8,  we  can 
proceed  immediately  tx?  the  consideration 
of  the  treaty;  and  ifNthey  wish  it,  all 
Senators  can  be  on  notice  that  that 
will  be  done;  and  we  can -order  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  it,  and  can\assure  that 
that  will  be  done  early  in  the  session. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  would,  be  glad 
to  have  that  understood. 

I  think  the  treaty  should  hake  been 
acted  on  by  now.  But,  for  various  rea¬ 
sons,  that  has  not  been  possible  ;\and 
I  do  not  think  it  wise  to  take  up  \he 
treaty  this  late  in  the  session.  I  worn 
have  preferred  to  have  had  it  taken  uils 
in  the  early  part  of  the  week.  But  at 
this  time,  and  under  the  circumstances, 
I  think  the  plan  we  now  have  will  be 
best. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
have  no  objection  to  taking  up  the  treaty. 
I  shall  certainly  demand  that  a  yea-and- 
nay  vote  be  taken  on  the  treaty. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  But  I  hope  no  limi¬ 
tation  on  debate  will  be  imposed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  treaty,  until  at  least 
I  have  an  opportunity  to  present  my 
views.  I  realize  they  may  not  appeal  to 
others;  but  I  have  very  decided  views 
on  the  subject,  and  I  wish  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  present  them.  I  do  not 
mean  to  suggest  that  there  will  be  a 
filibuster;  but  I  wish  to  fully  discuss  the 
treaty,  because  I  regard  it  as  of  great 
importance,  and  a  very  unfortunate  step. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  may  be  sure  that  I 
will  remember  his  request  and  will  pro¬ 
tect  his  interest. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Texas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  wish  to  state  that 
I,  too,  am  opposed  to  the  Antarctic 
Treaty;  and  if  there  is  to  be  a  time 
limitation  in  connection  with  our  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  treaty,  I  request  th$ 
majority  leader  to  arrange  matters 
that  I  can  speak  at  some  length. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  sh?tfi  be 
glad  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  if  arrangements  /re  being 
made  in  regard  to  the  treaty,^ 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  /  None  is  con¬ 
templated  at  the  moment/  Various  Sen¬ 
ators  wish  to  have  the  Record  show  that 
they  desire  to  be  notified  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proceeds  to  vote  0h  the  treaty. 

Mr;  CASE  of  £>outh  Dakota.  Mr, 
President,  I  make/the  same  request. 


Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  While  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  calendar,  beginning  with 
the  start  of  the  bobtailed  session  com¬ 
mencing  August  8 - 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  What  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  mean  by  saying  it  will  be  bobtailed? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Well,  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  that  I  hope  it  will 
be  bobtailed. 

So  I  wonder  whether  the  majority 
leader  can  give  us  an  indication  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  handling  of  House  bill  10. 
It  has  been  before  us  for  3  days  now; 
but,  actually,  it  has  been  impossible  to 
have  any  coherent  debate  of  it,  because 
of  the  necessity  of  acting  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  reports  before  the  adjournment. 

I  thank  the  majority  leader  for  having 
brought  up  the  bill  in  the  first  instance; 
and  I  hope  he  will  be  willing  to  announce 
that  it  can  be  considered  when  we  re¬ 
turn  in  August,  because  it  is  obvious  that 
we  cannot  dispose  of  it  today. 

A  number  of  amendments — approxi¬ 
mately  20,  I  believe — are  now  at  the 
desk;  and  I  think  there  is  no  possibility 
of  our  concluding  our  action  on  the  bill 
\today. 

I  wonder  whether  the  majority  leader 
wWld  be  willing  to  have  us  proceed  with 
the'bill  in  August. 

M\  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  \  accept  the  Senator’s  suggestion, 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  theHtEcoRD  u  letteer  from 
the  Secretary  of  ^ate  /uid  my  reply 
thereto.  , 

There  being  no  obj^fction,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  pi;intesj  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

jly  1,  I860. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Fttleri/Lt, 

Chairman,  Comytittee  on  Foreig\  Relations, 
U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  During  my  testimony 
before  your /Committee  on  May  27,  anumber 
of  questions  were  asked  about  a  decisimi  not 
to  suspend  the  U-2  flights  because  the  sum¬ 
mit  conference  was  pending.  On  reading 
the  transcript,  it  seems  to  me  the  testimor 
has  /eft  that  point  unclear.  Accordingly, 
should  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
clarify  it,  and  would  appreciate  it  if  this 
letter  could  be  made  a  part  of  your  hearing 
record. 

There  was  a  decision  not  to  suspend  the 
flights.  The  President  so  stated  in  his  May 
25  radio-television  talk,  when  he  said 
“the  question  was  really  whether  to 
halt  the  program  and  thus  forgo  the  gath¬ 
ering  of  important  information  that  was 
essential  and  that  was  likely  to  be  unavail¬ 
able  at  a  later  date.  The  decision  was  that 
the  program  should  not  be  halted.”  While 
I  did  not  participate  in  that  decision,  the 
President  was  nevertheless  fully  aware  of 
my  views  and  I  thoroughly  agree — as  I  indi¬ 
cated  in  my  testimony — that  the  decision 
was  a  wise  one. 

This  will  clear  up  any  uncertainty  on  this 
point  which  your  hearing  record  may  reflect. 

Most  sincerely, 

Christian  A.  Herter. 


summit  conference.  Unfortunately,  it  will 
not  be  possible  to  include  your  letter  in  the/ 
hearing  record,  because  that  record  ha 
already  been  published.  Your  letter  will,/6f 
course,  become  a  part  of  the  permanent  Rec¬ 
ords  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee;  and 
I  shall  also  have  it  printed  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  along  with  this  repjy. 

With  all  due  respect,  I  do  not  think  your 
letter  clarifies  the  point  very/ much.  It 
states  that  “there  was  a  decision  not  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  flights”  and  quotes  the  President’s 
speech  of  May  25  to  the  same  effect.  The 
President’s  speech  was,  of  ifourse,  before  the 
committee  at  the  time  o/ the  hearings,  and 
you  quoted  it  then. 

At  that  time,  you/also  agreed  that  no 
specific  decision  not/ to  suspend  the  flights 
was  taken  (p.  58)/ I  infer  from  your  letter 
that  such  a  decision  was  in  fact  taken,  that 
you  did  not  participate  in  it,  but  that  you 
agreed  with  it/  Your  letter  also  supports  the 
inference,  tlyuigb  less  clearly,  that  the  deci¬ 
sion  was  t/ken  by  the  President.  But  we 
are  still  left  in  the  dark  as  to  when  it  was 
taken  a/d  as  to  who,  if  anyone  besides  the 
President,  participated  in  it.  I  am  somewhat 
disturbed  by  the  thought  that  such  a  deci¬ 
sion  would  be  taken  without  the  partici¬ 
pation  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Most  importantly,  the  record  is  still  un- 
'  clear  as  to  whether  the  decision  applied  to 
the  program  of  flights,  as  an  intelligence 
device  to  be  continued  over  an  indefinite 
period  of  time,  or  whether  it  applied  to 
specific  flights  included  within  the  overall 
program. 

A  related  point  has  to  do  with  the  question 
of  whether  or  not  the  flights  were  ever  sus¬ 
pended  for  other  than  technical  reasons. 
Because  I  intend  to  make  this  correspond¬ 
ence  public,  I  am  inhibited  from  citing  here 
all  the  relevant  statements  in  the  classified 
record.  If  you  will  review  this  classified 
record,  however,  I  think  you  will  agree  with 
me  that  it  is,  as  the  committee  report  says 
(p.  7),  “at  best  highly  ambiguous.” 

If  earlier  flights  had,  in  fact,  been  sus¬ 
pended  for  other  than  technical  reasons,  the 
question  arises  as  to  why  the  summit  con¬ 
ference  was  regarded  as  less  important  than 
prior  events  which  were  the  basis  for  sus¬ 
pension. 

I  would  welcome  your  further  clarification 
of  these  matters. 

Very  truly  yours, 

J.  W.  FULBRIGHT, 


ADJUSTMENTS  IN  SUGAR  QUOTAS 


July  2,  1960. 

Hon.  Christian  A.  Herter, 

Secretary  of  State, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  of  July  1  directed  toward  clarifying  the 
committee’s  record  regarding  whether  there 
was  an  affirmative  decision  not  to  suspend 
U-2  overflights  in  light  of  the  approaching 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  1901,  Sen¬ 
ate  Joint  Resolution  217. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  joint 
resolution  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  joint  resolu¬ 
tion — Senate  Joint  Resolution  217 — to 
authorize  the  President  to  make  certain 
adjustments  in  the  sugar  quotas  for 
foreign  countries. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  joint 
resolution. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  explain  the  reason 
for  the  motion  I  have  made.  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  217  authorizes  the  Pres¬ 
ident  to  make  certain  adjustments  in  the 
sugar  quotas  for  foreign  countries. 

We  have  at  the  desk  a  House  bill  in 
connection  with  extension  of  the  Sugar 


a 


a 


J960 

\\ 


CO]  EGRESSION AL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


Act  for  1  year.  I  discussed  with  many 
Members  of  the  Senate  the  desirability  of 
taking  up  that  bill.  I  had  those  discus¬ 
sions  yesterday,  the  day  before,  and  to¬ 
day.  I  have  been  unable  to  find  any  sub¬ 
stantial  sentiment  among  Senators  in 
favor  of  having  the  Senate  take  any  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  House  bill.  I  have  been  as¬ 
sured  by  dozens  of  Senators  that  they 
would  vehemently  oppose  the  House  bill. 

Therefore,  in  view  of  the  apparent 
decision  of  a  substantial  number  of  Sen¬ 
ators  to  oppose  the  taking  of  any  action 
by  the  Senate  on  the  House  bill,  I  am  in 
accord  with  the  wish  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  [Mr.  Byrd  of  Virginia] 
and  various  Senators  associated  with 
him — including  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  and  other  Senators  who 
are  very  knowledgeable  in  this  field— to 
have  the  Senate  consider  the  Senate  joint 
resolution,  and  to  let  the  majority  of  the 
Senate  work  its  will.  For  that  reason,  I 
have  moved  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
consider  Senate  Joint  Resolution  217; 
and  I  hope  an  early  vote  will  be  taken  on 
the  joint  resolution. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  now  move  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  executive 
business,  to  consider  the  nominations  on 
the  Executive  Calendar,  beginning  with 
the  postmaster  nominations,  and  with 
the  understanding  that  later  in  the  day 
I  will  clear  all  other  nominations  I  can 
clear;  and,  if  not,  I  will  state  the  reasons 
why. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
executive  business. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted : 

By  Mr.  Johnston  of  South  Carolina,  from 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and.  Civil 
Service: 

Seventy-seven  postmaster  nominations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mos 
in  the  chair).  If  there  be  no  furtjmr 
reports  of  committees,  the  nominations 
on  the  calendar,  beginning  wifen  the 
postmaster  nominations,  will  b^r  stated. 

POSTMASTI 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  state 
sundry  nominations  oUpostmasters. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
postmaster  nominations  be  considered 
en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the/  postmaster  nominations 
will  be  considered  en  bloc;  and,  without 
objection,  ijtfey  are  confirmed. 

POSTMASTER  NOMINATIONS  FILED 
AS  OF  JULY  2 

Chif  Clerk  proceeded  to  read 
indry  nominations  of  postmasters  filed 
as  of  July  2. 
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Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  these 
nominations  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nominations  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc;  and,  without  objection, 
they  are  confirmed. 


THE  AIR  FORCE 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read 
sundry  nominations  in  the  Air  Force. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  these  nominations  be 
considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  they  will  be  considered  en 
bloc;  and,  without  objection,  they  are 
confirmed. 


THE  ARMY 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read 
sundry  nominations  in  the  Army. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  these 
nominations  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Withoi 
objection,  they  will  be  considered 
bloc;  and,  without  objection,  they /kve 
onfirmed. 


I.S.  MARSHAL— NOMINA 
PASSED  OVER, 


ION 


The  Chief  Clerk  read  tlyf  nomination 
of  RalpnW.  Gray,  of  Massachusetts,  to 
to  be  U.S/Nmarshal  foj/ the  district  of 
Massachusetts  for  a  tenn  of  4  years. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of/Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  shts  nomination  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
nomination  wilj/be\assed  over. 

That  concludes  the\calendar. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  T&xas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask/unanimous  consent  that  the 
Presidenype  immediately  notified  of  the 
confirmation  of  these  nominations. 

The/PRESIDING  OFFICERS,  Without 
objection,  the  President  will  be\notified 
forthwith. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi^ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  resume 
the  consideration  of  legislative  business. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  resumed  the  consideration  of  leg¬ 
islative  business. 

ADJUSTMENTS  IN  SUGAR  QUOTAS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution — Senate  Joint 
Resolution  217 — to  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  make  certain  adjustments  in  the 
sugar  quotas  for  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  wonder  whether  we  can  obtain  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  in  regard 
to  a  time  limitation  to  apply  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  joint  resolution.  I 
wonder  whether  it  will  be  agreeable  to 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  that  we  have 
not  to  exceed  1  hour  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  joint  resolution,  with  that 
time  to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
proponents  and  the  opponents  of  the 
resolution.  If  all  that  time  is  not  used. 


we  can  yield  back  some  of  it.  Will  that 
be  agreeable? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  will  be  agree¬ 
able. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Let 
the  Chair  state  that  a  number  of  Sen¬ 
ators  have  left  their  names  on  an  in¬ 
formal  list  at  the  desk,  and  have  indi¬ 
cated  that  they  wish  to  speak  on  this 
subject. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President, 
would  the  Senator  from  Texas  be  willing 
to  have  a  quorum  call,  so  that  we  may 
give  the  Senators  who  are  interested  an 
opportunity  to  be  present? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Certainly. 
Of  course,  this  is  a  measure  on  which 
the  House  must  act.  The  situation  re¬ 
garding  Cuba  is  very  important,  and  I 
think  the  House  will  wish  to  act  on  it, 
and  we  should  give  the  House  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  so. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  Senator  did  not 
refer  to  the  time  available  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  amendments.  Does  the 
Senator  wish  to  exclude  any  allowance 
of  time  for  the  consideration  of  amend¬ 
ments? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  No.  If  Sen¬ 
ators  wish  to  offer  amendments,  subject 
to  the  time  limitation,  that  will  be  agree¬ 
able.  Does  the  Senator  from  New  York 
have  an  amendment? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  No;  but  it  is  unusual 
not  to  include  an  allowance  of  time  for 
the  consideration  of  amendments,  along 
with  a  time  allowance  for  debate  on  the 
measure  itself. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Very  well, 
Mr.  President;  I  am  glad  to  ask  that 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  be 
amended  to  the  extent  of  allowing  15 
minutes  to  each  side  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  each  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Texas  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  This  problem  might 
arise:  The  joint  resolution  might  be 
passed,  and  some  Member  might  use  it 
as  a  vehicle  for  the  passage  of  the  House 
.bill.  I  wonder  whether  we  may  obtain 
a  commitment  that  the  conferees  would 
not  use  this  joint  resolution  as  a  vehicle 
for  finally  passing  the  House  bill — which, 
under  those  circumstances,  could  -  be 
handled  without  much  debate. 

There  were  only  two  votes  against  this 
resolution  inside  the  committee,  and 
those  who  object  will  be  present  here. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  cannot 
commit  the  conferees,  but  from  the  opin¬ 
ions  they  have  expressed  now,  and  the 
desirability  of  the  resolution,  and  their 
views  on  the  House  bill,  I  do  not  think 
we  need  entertain  much  doubt  about 
their  preference. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  not  so  sure. 
There  are  some  who  would  be  conferees 
who  would  like  to  see  the  House  bill 
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adopted.  There  are  some  who  would 
not. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  would 
think  the  majority  would  not. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
unanimous -consent  request  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  that  debate  on  the  reso¬ 
lution  be  limited  to  1  hour. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  When  does  the  time 
begin — now? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Im¬ 
mediately,  if  the  request  is  granted. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
want  to  speak? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  may  be  45  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  make  the  request  that  when  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  has  concluded  his 
address,  the  limitation  go  into  effect,  so 
Senators  may  know  we  will  take  up  the 
measure.  It  is  very  important,  and  I 
can  think  of  nothing  more  important. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  hear  what  the  Senator  from  Texas 
said. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  That  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  address  of  the  Senator 
•from  Ohio,  the  time  limitation  on  the 
Byrd  resolution  go  into  effect. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  has  suggested  the  possibility 
of  an  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  modified 
the  request  to  include  that. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  When  the  Senator 
from  Texas  stated  it  a  moment  ago,  he 
did  not  include  that. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  modified 
my  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the 
agreement  is  entered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  address  of 
the  Senator  from  Ohio,  we  will  proceed 
to  the  transaction  of  the  sugar  measure, 
when  the  time  limitation  goes  into  effect. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres-, 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  so  I  may 
make  a  unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  defer  my  time  until  after  action 
on  the  resolution. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  may  yield  to  me 
for  the  purpose  of  making  a  unanimous- 
consent  request,  without  his  losing  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 


July  2 


THE  DREAM  OF  CRAZY  HORSE 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr., 
President,  I  was  greatly  interested  ii 


reading  the  account,  in  the  March  31 
issue  \  of  the  Shannon  County  (S.D.) 
News, 'of  a  visit  between  Jake  Herman 
and  the,  late  Chief  Henry  Standing  Bear 
in  1939. 

I  well  Recall  the  visits  “back  east”  of 
the  chief  ’In  the  late  thirties  and  early 
forties  in  t^e  interest  of  a  memorial  or 
shrine  to  tn^  American  Indian,  the  first 
American. 

I  had  the  Honor  of  working  with  him 
to  realize  at  least  a  part  of  his  dream. 
Chief  Standing 'Bear  did  live  to  see  the 
Crazy  Horse  Memorial  started  by  Sculp¬ 
tor  Korczak  ZiolkVwski.  While  progress 
has  been  slow  in  catving  the  Crazy  Horse 
Memorial  in  ThundVr  Head  Mountain  in 
the  Black  Hills  of  s\uth  Dakota,  it  has 
been  steady. 

I  am  hopeful  that\someday  in  the 
future  the  inspiration  of  Chief  Standing 
Bear  will  be  realized  and  that  in  some 
way  he  will  be  honored  for  the  leader¬ 
ship  he  provided  in  the  eai\y  days  of  the. 
Crazy  Plorse  Memorial. 

Mr.  Herman’s  visit  with  Chief  Stand¬ 
ing  Bear  wil  become  a  part  ofYhe  history 
of  the  Crazy  Horse  Memorial.  In  my 
own  files  are  many  letters  from  Standing 
Bear  which  confirm  his  part  inVthe  in¬ 
ception  of  the  project,  as  well  asyetters 
to  and  from  Ziolkowski  on  the\early 
stages  of  the  development. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  hi^ar- 
ticle  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Recore 
as  follows: 

Chief  Standing  Bear  and  Korczak 
Ziolkowski 
(By  Jake  Herman) 

Shortly  after  1939  I  came  to  Pine  R/ge 
Agency  and  checked  in  at  the  Gerber  Hotel. 
I  was  assigned  to  a  cot  down  in  the  basement 
of  the  hotel,  and  Henry  Standing  Be/r  was 
an  occupant  of  the  room.  As  I  approached, 
I  could  hear  Henry  softly  singing  l/e  Chief 
song. 

Said  Henry:  “I  am  glad  you  ca/ie.  I  just 
got  back  from  the  State  of  Connecticut.  I 
can’t  sleep  as  I  am  too  tired,  so/if  you  don’t 
mind  we  will  talk. 

“Some  time  ago,”  Henry  continued,  “I  went 
to  the  Re  Sapa  (Black  Hills) /nd  there  I  saw 
the  faces  of  our  four  past/great  Presidents 
of  the  United  States  carvrfd  by  the  famous 
sculptor,  Gutzon  Borglum  on  the  side  of 
the  Rushmore  Mountains  As  I  stood  there 
contemplating  this  great  work  of  art,  I 
thought  to  myself,  w/y  not  interest  some 
great  sculptor  to  carv/  a  lasting  memorial  to 
Chief  Crazy  Horse?/ After  all.  Crazy  Horse 
died  defending  th/sacred  hunting  grounds 
of  the  Sioux  and  the  Black  Hills. 

“So  I  went  badk  east  to  a  place  where  I 
saw  a  stone  amy marble  bust,  the  work  of  a 
great  sculptor/Korczak  Ziolkowski.  I  got 
his  address  anft  wrote  him  a  letter  in  1939. « 
He  came  out/nere  to  see  me  and  he  invited 
me  to  come  yo  his  home  back  East.  So  I  went 
to  Connecticut,  in  New  England,  and  was  the 
guest  of  /iolkowski.  He  has  a  fine  home 
and  a  wonderful  wife.  They  belong  to  one 
of  New /ngland’s  first  families. 

“In  New  England  I  appeared  before  clubs 
and  p/eople,  lecturing  on  the  life,  of  the  war 
chiey  Crazy  Horse.  I  told  them  of  my  hopes 
and/dreams.  I  told  them  that  if  we  Sioux 
Indians  could  get  someone  to  carve  the 
Profile  of  Crazy  Horse  on  some  mountain  in 
e  Black  Hills,  the  white  people  would 
now  that  the  red  man  had  great  heroes, 
too.  I  told  them  that  our  people  did  not 
have  the  money  to  have  this  work  done  and 
we  did  not  know  where  we  could  get  it.  But 


I  told  them  that  once  the  Black  Hills  wes 
our  sacred  hunting  grounds.  Our  great 
Sioux  Indian  leaders  and  warriors  had  g yen 
up  their  lives  defending  these  huming 
grounds  and  I  told  these  people  in  Nev/Eng- 
land  that  I  thought  it  was  only  fit  andyproper 
that  we  should  carve  a  memorial  to  o/r  great 
leader,  the  war  chief,  Crazy  Horse,  whose  In¬ 
dian  name  was  Ta  Sunka  Witko. "/pronun¬ 
ciation  :  Tah  SI-TOONGka  Weetkol 

Then  Henry  Standing  Bear  stopped  talking 
for  a  while  and  we  sat  thery  rolling  and 
smoking  our  Bull  Durham  ciga/ttes.  This  is 
what  Henry  Standing  Bear  /id  me  shortly 
after  1939  before  Korczak  /iolkowski  had 
ever  come  out  to  the  Bla ck  Hills  or  before 
the  Crazy  Horse  memoria/  was  ever  started 
on  the  Thunderhead  Mo/ntain  near  Custer, 
S.  Dak. 

Henry  was  born  in  /S6  and  he  was  only 

II  years  old  when  Cr</y  Horse  was  killed  at 
Fort  Robinson,  N:br/ Henry,  as  a  little  boy, 
knew  Crazy  Horse  a/d  he  was  present  when 
Crazy  Horse  died  /y  the  cold,  hard  steel — 
stabbed  in  the  bac/  by  a.  soldier. 

I  can  remem!:*  the  night  Henry  told  me 
of  his  hopes  a/d  dreams.  Yes,  and  I  can 
also  remember/iow  people  became  skeptical 
and  how  he  was  criticized  and  laughed  at. 
In  later  yea/  only  Korczak  Ziolkowski  had 
the  answer  pi  the  hopes  and  dreams  of  Henry 
Standing  /ear,  which  hopes  and  dreams 
Henry  m/e  known  in  a  letter  that  fired  the 
imagina/on  of  Ziolkowski. 

Korc/.k  Ziolkowski  is  a  Boston-born 
orpha/  of  Polish  descent,  who  although  he 
had  /ever  had  an  art  lesson  in  his  life, 
qui/ly  mads  himself  rich  and  famous.  In 
19/,  after  he  had  served  his  country  in  war, 
h ef  sold  his  Connecticut  property  and  came 
the  Re  Sapa,  bought  a  ranch,  and  built  a 
ftudio  home.  After  the  big  blizzard  of  1949 
'he  constructed  a  700-foot  wooden  stair  case 
up  the  side  of  Thunderhead  Mountain  and 
ytoday  he  is  blasting  and  drilling  away  at 
‘  ,e  profile  of  Crazy  Horse. 

.Up  to  date  they  tell  me  that  Ziolkowski 
has  spent  $180,000  of  his  own  money  and 
hopes  to  complete  his  project  within  20  years. 
Cradv  Horse  Memorial  will  measure  563  feet 
wher\  completed,  the  largest  sculpture  of  its 
kind  iV  the  world. 

Some,  people  in  the  Black  Hills  were  skep¬ 
tical  when  Ziolkowski  first  started  his  project 
and  they  Vailed  him  a  cheap  imitator  of  Borg- 
rum.  A  nigh  official  gave  Ziolkowski  an  up¬ 
braiding  and  accused  him  of  trying  to  deface 
his  mountains. 

This  writeV was  in  Washington,  D.C.,  when 
Ziolkowski  apteared  before  Congress  to  get 
Federal  aid  or  Sitate  aid  and  as  far  as  I  know 
Ziolkowski  never  did  get  Federal  or  State 
aid  for  this  project,  the  only  money  being 
what  the  tourists\eft  there — and  this  money 
was  never  used  by  Vim  for  personal  expenses. 

However,  times  hVve  changed  now  regard¬ 
ing  the  attitude  of  tne  people  in  the  Hills  to¬ 
ward  this  project.  There  is  no  denying  what 
the  Ta  Sunka  Witko  Memorial  has  done  for 
the  tourist  trade  in  thte  southern  Re  Sapa. 

This  is  a  story  of  two\men,  one  with  his 
hopes  and  dreams  and  tire  other  with  a  de¬ 
termination  to  carry  outVthose  hopes  and 
dreams  to  their  ultimate  conclusion. 

Henry  Standing  Bear,  wap  died  in  1953 
(about  4  years  after  Ziolkowski  had  started 
on  his  project)  was  the  son  of V  warrior  who 
knew  Crazy  Horse,  in  fact  hack  hunted  and 
fought  alongside  his  chief  andVt  was  from 
such  men  as  Henry  Standing  BeaXthat  I  was 
able  to  get  the  story  of  Crazy  Horde’s  life  as 
told  to  them  by  their  fathers. 

Henry  Standing  Bear  was  86  years  did  when 
he  passed  away.  I  visited  Henry  4  dVys  be¬ 
fore  he  died.  We  shook  hands  and  as\l  was 
leaving,  Henry  was  brave  and  smilinA  al¬ 
though  he  took  it  for  granted  that  he\was 
leaving  this  world. 

Korczak  Ziolkowski  (pronounclation:  KoV- 
rzhahk  Zillcuffski)  was  raised  an  orphan  ana 
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ing  Boland,  Induce  the  Polish  people  of 
Warsaw,  to  heroically  rebel  against  the  Nazi 
occupied,  and  then  abandon  them  to  slaugh¬ 
ter  by  theVNazis? 

In  various  wartime  agreements,  the  allied 
nations  pledged  themselves  to  conduct  the 
war  against  the  enemy  unrelentingly,  and 
to  cooperate  afW  the  war  in  plans  for  re¬ 
covery.  The  U.StB.R.,  however,  had  its  own 
plans  for  post  war 'Communist  expansion  in 
Eastern  Europe,  as  evidenced  by  subsequent 
developments  there.  \This  political  motive 
was  an  important  facuor  influencing  Soviet 
military  inaction  during  the  Warsaw  up¬ 
rising.  \ 

Question  9.  Why  did  thevSoviet  break  its 
pledged  word  that  the  peopleyof  the  satellite 
nations,  under  free  and  open  elections, 
would  be  permitted  to  choose\the  type  of 
government  they  wanted?  \ 

Soviet  refusal  to  grant  self-determination.1* 
to  the  peoples  of  the  satellite  nations  of 
Eastern  Europe  stems  from  the  Sovietcam- 
paign  during  and  after  World  War  TI  to 
gain  and  maintain  Communist  control  ewer 
these  nations.  The  United  States  does  not 
regard  Soviet  domination  over  the  nations 
of  Eastern  Europe  as  an  acceptable  perma-N 
nent  condition  of  affairs.  Regimes  in  these 
countries  have  been  forcibly  imposed  and 
maintained,  as  in  the  case  of  Hungary,  by 
repeated  Soviet  political  and  military  inter¬ 
vention.  The  peoples  of  these  countries  are 
denied  basic  freedoms  and  real  national  in¬ 
dependence. 

Satisfactory  solution  of  the  Eastern  Euro¬ 
pean  problem  must  be  based,  in  keeping 
with  the  solemn  pledges  by  the  United  States, 
Soviet,  and  other  Allied  Governments  during 
and  after  World  War  II,  upon  the  right  of 
the  Eastern  European  peoples  freely  (a)  to 
choose  the  governments  and  institutions 
under  which  they  will  live  and  (b)  to  enjoy 
full  national  independence  free  from  all 
foreign  interference  in  their  internal  affairs. 

Question  10.  Why  did  the  Soviet  aid  and 
Induce  the  Red  Chinese  to  use  their  mili¬ 
tary  power  against  South  Korea,  resulting 
in  death  and  injury  to  thousands  of  Amer¬ 
ican  boys? 

The  Soviet  Union  supported  Communist 
China  in  the  Korean  war  in  order  to  secure 
the  Soviet  satellite  government  of  North 
Korea  for  the  Communist  bloc  and,  if  pos¬ 
sible,  to  expand  Communist  power  to  South 
Korea  and  in  Asia  without  instigating  a 
world  war  which  would  have  resulted  from 
the  Soviet  Union’s  cobelligerency  with  North 
Korea. 

Question  11.  Why  did  the  Soviet  encourage 
the  Red  Chinese  in  the  bombardment  and 
killing  of  innocent  people  at  the  Quemoy 
and  Matsu  Islands? 

The  Soviet  Union  has  consistently  sup/ 
ported  the  claims  of  Communist  China  to 
Quemoy  and  Matsu.  During  the  offshore 
islands  crisis,  in  mid-1954,  however,  thar  So¬ 
viet  leaders  spoke  of  “popular”  but  ry6t  So¬ 
viet  “government”  support  of  the  ./Chinese 
Communists,  “liberation  aspiration/’  toward 
the  offshore  islands.  At  that  time  they  did 
not  threaten  to  evoke  the  195(/ Sino-Soviet 
Treaty  of  Friendship,  Allianc/  and  Mutual 
Assistance.  In  the  1958  offshore  island  crisis 
Khrushchev  did  issue  the  vmrning  that  “an 
attack  on  the  People’s  Republic  of  China, 
which  is  a  great  friend/ ally,  and  neighbor 
of  our  country,  is  an  /ttack  on  the  Soviet 
Union,”  and  that  if  .Communist  China  fell 
victim  to  an  atomic  attack  the  aggressor 
would  get  a  rebuff/my  the  same  means.  The 
Chinese  Commuinsts,  who  have  consistently 
followed  aggres/ve  policies,  probably  needed 
no  encouragement  to  initiate  the  bombard¬ 
ment  of  Quemoy,  but  it  is  likely  that,  prior 
to  the  195f/attack,  the  Red  Chinese  received 
some  exw'ession  of  support  from  the  Soviet 
Union.  / 

Qu/tion  12.  What  is  the  explanation  for 
the  inass  and  merciless  murder  of  the  free¬ 
dom  fighters  of  Hungary,  Poland,  and  East 


Germany,  who  were  fighting  for  liberation  in 
those  respective  countries? 

The  Communist  regime  in  Hungary  was 
forcibly  imposed  by  the  Soviet  Union  upon 
the  Hungarian  people  at  the  end  of  World 
War  II.  Since  that  time,  the  Hungarian 
regime  has  been  and  remains,  in  all  essential 
matters,  Soviet  dominated.  Because  of  its 
origin  and  nature,  it  is  dependent  in  the 
final  analysis  upon  Soviet  power  for  its  con¬ 
tinued  ability  to  exist  and  to  rule.  The 
Hungarian  uprising  was  so  general  and 
sweeping  that  it  unseated  this  Soviet-domi¬ 
nated  regime,  attracted  large  numbers  of 
the  Hungarian  armed  forces  to  either  active 
or  passive  support  of  the  revolutionary  move¬ 
ment,  and  placed  temporary  control  of  the 
country  in  the  hands  of  the  freedom  fight¬ 
ers  and  of  a  new  coalition  government  head¬ 
ed  by  Imre  Nagy,  which  supported  the  aims 
of  the  revolution.  Confronted  by  these  in¬ 
ternal  developments  which  clearly  pointed” 
to  the  realization  by  the  Hungarian  people 
of  their  aspiration  to  live  in  freedom  and 
independence,  and  fearing  the  disintegrative 
effect  which  a  successful  Hungarian  revolt 
would  have  on  the  Soviet  bloc  structure,  the 
.Soviet  Union  intervened  ruthlessly  with  mas¬ 
sive  armed  force  to  crush  the  revolt  and  re- 
ir\pose  a  Soviet-dominated  regime  upon  the 
Hungarian  people.  Following  the  Soviet  in¬ 
tervention,  the  new  Hungarian  regime,  sup- / 
portecK  by  the  continued  presence  of  Sovias 
troops  Nvithin  Hungary,  undertook  a  cam¬ 
paign  ofv  systematic  and  harsh  repr/als 
against  tliS  leaders  and  participants  in  the 
revolt  aimesi  at  the  suppression  of  /ll  re¬ 
maining  over\dissent  and  opposition;  the  re¬ 
establishment  And  consolidation  oylts  power  . 
and  authority,  \nd  the  discouragement  of  * 
any  future  attempts  at  rebellion/ 

In  East  German\in  1953, /id  in  Poland 
in  1956,  unrest  occurred  as  a  result  of  popular 
dissatisfaction  with  tl\e  s/uation  in  those 
countries.  In  contrast  n/the  1956  events  in 
Hungary,  however,  theseSdisturbances  were 
short-lived  and  result/d  i\  relatively  little 
bloodshed.  /  \ 

Mr.  LAUSCHEf  Mr.  President,  I  have 
in  my  hand  a  .newspaper  which  carries 
a  report  of  the  election  mentioned  by  the 
Senator  frpm  Vermont  [Mr.  \Aiken] 
yesterday/ The  issue  before  they  Jap¬ 
anese  people  in  the  province  wasythe 
treaty J/ith  the  United  States.  Theye- 
sults  /how  that  the  person  subscribing 
to  tine  treaty,  the  person  standing  bN 
M y.  Kishi,  was  elected  by  a  vote  of ' 
285,000  to  186,000. 

/  Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Did  the  Senator  notice 
also  that  the  majority  for  the  Kishi 
party  in  this  election  was  several  thou¬ 
sand  larger  than  it  was  in  the  last  elec¬ 
tion,  preceding  the  formulating  of  the 
Japanese-American  treaty? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  did  not  know  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  a  fact.  There 
was  a  5,000  or  6,000  larger  majority  in 
the  latest  election  than  in  the  previous 
election  which  was  held  before  the  treaty 
became  effective. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
express  my  gratitude  to  our  colleague, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio, 
for  what  he  has  said  today. 

I  have  listened  to  the  discussions  we 
have  had  on  this  subject.  I  have  read 
the  report.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Ohio,  along  with  other  Senators,  has^ 


helped  us  to  better  understand  the  con¬ 
troversy  which  has  been  raging  since  th/ 
U-2  flight  and  since  Khrushchev  tor¬ 
pedoed  the  Paris  conference.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  what  he  has  said.  I 
find  myself  in  great  agreement;  as  I 
usually  do,  with  the  Senator  froth  Ohio. 

It  should  be  said  on  my  part/although 
I  doubt  it  really  needs  to  beyrepeated — 
that  I  have  had  my  grave  misgivings 
about  the  conduct  of  ouiyxoreign  policy, 
certainly  since  the  deatl/ of  John  Foster 
Dulles.  I  think  histm#  will  show  that 
his  tragic  passing  mafked  a  sharp  turn¬ 
ing  point  in  our  foi/mes  in  international 
affairs.  When  lost  his  great  influ¬ 
ence  and  the  great  genius  which  he  pos¬ 
sessed,  we  los/something  which  I  think 
we  shall  have  to  search  far  to  replace. 

Howeveiythe  present  dispute  about  the 
U-2  flight/and  the  failure  at  Paris  are 
something  else  and  the  cynical  efforts 
of  some  to  have  it  appear  that  this  is 
anything  else  than  a  logical  consequence 
of  y  foolish  policy  which  they  encour¬ 
aged  and  approved  is  more  than  I  can 
amide  in  silence.  And  the  Senator  from 
/Ohio  has  helped  greatly  to  unmask  this 
cynicism.  For  I  think  it  is  most  impor¬ 
tant  that  our  own  people  should  not  be 
misled.  I  think  our  friends  elsewhere 
in  the  world  should  not  be  misled  by  the 
controversy.  It  should  not  be  made  to 
appear  that  we  are  guilty  of  some  crime, 
of  some  great  wrong,  of  some  tragic  mis¬ 
take  which  brought  down  a  structure 
which  had  been  erected  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  peace  and  preserving 
peace  or  for  ending  tensions.  For  this 
is  not  the  fact. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order  in  the  Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
visitors  in  the  galleries  are  reminded 
that  they  are  guests  of  the  Senate. 
Please  be  as  quiet  as  possible  in  entering 
and  departing  from  the  Chamber.  Sena¬ 
tors  wall  refrain  from  audible  conversa¬ 
tion. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  may  proceed. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  further  to  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut. 

\  Mr.  DODD.  So  I  say  I  think  it  is 
tragically  ironic  that  so  many  who 
urged  the  President  to  continue  his  ef- 
forts\o  find  peace — which  I  know  were 
genuine  hut  fruitless  and  confused — 
those  who  encouraged  him,  and  who 
said,  “YesSsiri  this  is  right;  me,  too,”  and 
“more,”  wiWe  the  first  to  turn  on  him 
and  to  condemn  him  and,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  to  falselVcharge  him  with  respon¬ 
sibility  for  wrecking  the  Paris  meeting. 
The  tragedy  of  it  all  is  that  it  should 
occur  in  the  closing  days,  weeks,  and 
months  of  his  administration. 

I  repeat,  I  have  had\my  sharp  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion  concerning  the  way 
our  foreign  affairs  have  b^en  conducted. 
I  have  tried  to  express  tli^m  as  best  I 
could.  But  I  think  it  is  a  smnne,  a  pity, 
and  an  injustice  that  the%President 
should  be  charged  with  any  responsibil¬ 
ity  at  all  for  this  failure,  becauseNit  does 
not  lie  on  his  shoulders.  It\  lies 
squarely  on  the  shoulders  of  Khrushbhev 
and  his  associates  in  the  Communist 
bloc,  not  on  the  shoulders  of  PresideiH 
Eisenhower. 
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I  thank  the\Senator  from  Ohio  for 
helping  us  to  better  understand  the  situ¬ 
ation.  In  my  opinion  he  is  one  of  the 
clear  thinkers  andNgreat  leaders  of  our 
time. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  t^.ank  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  very  i 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  resident,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  bo  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  madet  by  other 
Members  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon  in 
behalf  of  the  statement  made  by  our  col¬ 
league  from  Ohio.  He  spoke  accurately 
of  his  background.  I  know,  Mr. 
dent,  because  I  had  the  privilege  of  serv¬ 
ing  as  the  Governor  of  the  State 
Kansas  while  the  Senator  from  Ohio  v 
the  Governor  of  Ohio.  We  were  closely' 
associated  together  for  several  years  in 
that  particular  field.  It  was  my  privi¬ 
lege  in  1949  to  serve  as  chairman  of  the 
Governor’s  Conference.  When  I  left 
that  fine  assignment  it  was  taken  over 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio, 
who  at  that  time  was  the  Governor  of  his 
State. 

I  know  of  the  Senator’s  character  and 
ability,  and  his  firm  conviction  and  be¬ 
lief  in  the  strength  and  soundness  of  our 
Government,  our  Nation  and  its  econ¬ 
omy.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  serve  with  the 
Senator  on  the  Committee  on  Foreign-. 


to  keep  political  motivations  out  of  judg¬ 
ments  which  you  form,  especially  if  they 
are  likely  to  have,  when  expressed,  a  pre¬ 
judicial  effect  upon  the  character  and  the 
reputation  of  your  country  in  the  minds 
of  the  citizens  of  the  world.” 


Relations.  He  has  rendered  an  outstand¬ 
ing  service  to  the  country  today  in  lay¬ 
ing  before  us  this  splendid  statement  on 
our  country,  its  background  and  the  need 
for  intelligence. 

This  has  been  the  issue.  It  was  my 
privilege  to  go  through  the  hearings.  I 
saw  the  pictures.  I  heard  the  testimony 
of  the  witnesses.  The  question  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  necessity  of  intelligence.  Mr. 
President,  had  we  not  had  the  U-2 
flights — despite  some  criticism,  perhaps, 
in  regard  to  the  timing  of  them — we 
would  have  been  negligent  by  not  trying 
to  secure  any  information  we  could  for 
the  security  and  the  defense  of  this  Na¬ 
tion. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Ohio  for  hh 
statement. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President — 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  /Mr. 
Dodd  in  the  chair) .  The  Sena  to/from 
Ohio  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  Preside/t,  men¬ 
tion  has  been  made  of  the  year/ 1949  and 
1950.  When  Mr.  Acheson,  who  was  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  at  the  time,  svas  being  at¬ 
tacked  in  those  years,  I  ^thought  there 


POSTHUMOUS  AWARD  OF  MED  AT  S 
TO  CERTAIN  CHAPLAINS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
2969)  to  authorize  the  award  post¬ 
humously  of  appropriate  medals  to 
Chaplain  George  L.  Fox,  Chaplain  Alex¬ 
ander  D.  Goode,  Chaplain  Clark  V. 
Poling,  and  Chaplain  John  P.  Washing¬ 
ton,  which  was,  on  page  1,  line  5,  strike 
it  “Cambridge”  and  insert  “Gilman,”. 
Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
is  bill  relates  to  the  posthumou; 
aw\rd  of  appropriate  medals  to  the  cel 

four  chaplains  of  World  Wa/ll. 
The  fteuse  amendment  corrects  th/ ad¬ 
dress  o\  Chaplain.  George  L.  Fox  t/show 
it  as  “Gilman,”  Vt.,  instead  of/'Cam- 
bridge,”  vt.  The  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  has  recommended  cpncurrence 
in  the  House\amendment. 

I  move  thatythe  Senate /incur  in  the 
amendment  of  Nje  House  pi  Representa¬ 
tives  to  S.  2969. 

The  motion  wa^\agro6d  to. 


TE 


July  2 


olution,  and  there  will  be  an  hour  of 
debate — 30  minutes  to  each  side  on  the 
joint  resolution  and  15  minutes  to  each 
side  on  any  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  prior 
to  the  inauguration  of  that  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  there  be  not  to,  ex¬ 
ceed  30  minutes  for  the  consideration  of 
the  conference  report  on  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  of  1960. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 


was,  frequently,  political/motivation  be¬ 
hind  the  attacks,  and  a/  a  citizen  of  the 
country  I  did  not  like  them. 

What  I  have  said/bout  the  U-2  inci¬ 
dent  I  will  say  about  a  successor,  who¬ 
ever  it  may  be,  based  upon  my  purpose 
of  serving  the  Nhtion.  The  position  of 
Secretary  of  State  is  much  like  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  a  saf/y  director  in  a  metropoli¬ 
tan  city.  'Die  task  is  practically  insol¬ 
uble.  Sufficient  grounds  can  be  found  for 
legitimat/  criticism,  but  when  there  is 
added  to  the  legitimate  criticism  the 
criticism  based  upon  political  motiva¬ 
tions/the  critic  is  not  serving  his  coun- 
trr 


r think  all  of  us  should  give  heed  to  the 
admonition,  “Strive  with  all  your  might 


ADJUSTMENT  IN  SUGAR  QUOTAS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  217)  to 
authorize  the  President  to  make  certain 
adjustments  in  the  sugar  quotas  for  for¬ 
eign  countries. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Have  we  now  come  to 
the  point  at  which  time  will  be  under 
control? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 
-'The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche] 
having  concluded  his  address,  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  now  be¬ 
comes  effective. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  When  the  majority 
leader  obtained  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  he  announced  that  before 
time  control  went  into  effect  there  would 
be  a  quorum  call.  So  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  time  not  come  from 
either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  the  order  for  the  quorum 
call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  I  understand,  under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  the  Senate  will 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  House 
Joint  Resolution  217,  the  sugar  joint  res- 


DERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1960- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  10495)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
years  1962  and  ^963  for  the  construction 
of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and 
for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate.  , 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  1,  1960,  pp.  14338-14339, 
Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

M.  McNAMARA  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
able  Senator  from  Michigan,  for  the 
work  he  has  done  on  the  Federal  High- 
ct  of  1960.  But  especially,  I  wish 
to  extend  my  appreciation  to  him  for 
his  effects  in  behalf  of  the  so-called 
“thousanV-mile  amendment.” 

This  amendment  struck  from  the  1956 
highway  ac\  a  proviso  which  excluded 
from  interstate  estimates  and  apportion¬ 
ments  certain  mileage  in  Colorado,  South 
Dakota,  and  otlw  States.  * 

I  wish  throughShim  to  thank  all  the 
members  of  the  committee,  and  through 
them  I  wish  to  express  to  the  Members 
of  the  House  our  gratitude  for  this  ac¬ 
tion.  We  were  certainvthat  eventually 
Colorado  would  be  permitted  to  include 
its  Denver  to  Utah  road  iirahe  financing 
phase  of  the  program.  That  was  the 
reason  I  submitted  the  original  “1,000 
mile  amendment”  to  the  Pumjc  Roads 
Subcommittee. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  We  received  the 
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request  of  the  junior  Senator  fr 
rado  in  committee,  and  we  made 
part  of  the  program.  When  the  bill 
inated,  the  thinking  was  that  obvious 
ly  it  would  have  to  be  done  in  the  fu 
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note  the  overwhelming  degree  of  empha- 
sis \>ur  conferring  colleagues  from  the 
otheXbody  placed  on  the  inviolability  of 
the  Interstate  System  and  the  sanctity 
with  wrach  they  surround  the  contract 
control  dofiar  juggling — and,  I  reiterate, 
the  fiscal  fNagling — of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and\the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  in  theinmanagement  of  the  High¬ 
way  Trust  FuNi  and  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act . 

The  degree  to  wfvich  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  sought  No  influence — and 
seems  to  have  been  Successful  in  in¬ 
fluencing — defeat  of  thetemendment  the 
Senate  approved  without  a  dissenting 
voice  or  vote  to  place  morfKumphasis  on 
Federal-aid  primary  and\  secondary 
highway  systems  in  chronic  lab^r  surplus 
areas  is  apparent. 

In  this  connection,  I  quote  fr&m  the 
first  two  paragraphs  of  a  June  27, >1960, 
press  release  from  the  Office  of  the  sec¬ 
retary,  Department  of  Commerce: 

Secretary  of  Commerce  Frederick  H.  MuelleV 
announced  today  his  intention  to  apportion' 
$2.2  billion  of  Federal  aid  to  the  States  for 
the  fiscal  year  1962  (which  begins  July  1, 
1961)  to  continue  the  program  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways. 

Apportionment  of  the  full  $2.2  billion 
might  be  blocked  by  action  in  the  Congress 
on  the  amendments  proposed  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  bill  now  under  consideration. 
Among  the  amendments  is  one  which  would 
provide  an  additional  $100  million  for  fiscal 
year  1963  for  special  work  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  and  secondary  highway  systems  and 
their  urban  extensions  (the  so-called  ABC 
program) ,  to  be  financed  from  the  Highway 
Trust  Fund.  The  effect  of  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
money  available  for  the  Interstate  System 
apportionment  for  fiscal  year  1962. 

There  is  the  crux  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  position — don’t  change  any  em¬ 
phasis  from  the  Interstate  system  to  the 
“backbone”  system;  don’t  give  an  extra 
mile  of  road  or  a  dollar  of  special  au¬ 
thorizations  for  helping  to  improve  the 
roads  into  or  through  economically  de¬ 
pressed  areas;  don’t  place  increased  em¬ 
phasis  on  farm-to-market  roads. 

I  regret  that  the  representatives  of  the 
other  body  in  the  conference  seem  to 
have  adopted  the  same  general  position.. 
My  colleagues  of  this  body  in  the  coi 
ference  were  generous  in  supporting/  a 
position  more  favorable  to  the  proposed 
Senate  emphasis  on  highway  aid  for 
chronic  labor  surplus  areas  and/the  so- 
called  backbone  system  iy general. 
But  the  stand  taken  by  the  ifouse  con¬ 
ferees  was  extremely  adan/nt  and  un¬ 
yielding  and,  as  a  consequ/nce,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  position  was  impossible  to  maintain 
and  still  bring  forth  a  /port  and  a  com¬ 
promise  Federal-aid /ighway  construc¬ 
tion  bill. 

Insofar  as  relays  to  the  conference 
deletion  of  the  /100  million  annual  so- 
called  D-fund/ddition  from  the  bill  as 
passed  by  th/Senate,  I  officially  noted  in 
writing  my/exception  when  this  report 
was  signed  In  this  action,  I  was  joined 
by  the  Senior  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper]  and  the  junior  Senator 
from/Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]. 


Mr.  President,  I  am  deeply  disap¬ 
pointed  that  the  legislation  as  reported 
by  the  conference  provides  no  incentive 
to  the  States  and  no  new  financial  help 
from  the  Federal  Government  for  high¬ 
way  improvement  in  chronic  labor  sur¬ 
plus  areas.  Otherwise,  it  is  a  better  bill 
than  the  administration  recommended. 
Although  I  do  not  consider  it  an  adequate 
measure,  I  will  support  its  passage  as  the 
best  legislation  obtainable  under  existing 
circumstances. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
primarily  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  McNamara]  for  his  work  on  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  also  on 
the  conference  committee. 

I  also  wish  to  pay  my  tribute  and  my 
thanks  to  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Case],  whose  amendment,  the 
other  evening,  cured  one  of  the  great  de¬ 
fects  of  the  bill  and  one  of  the  inequi¬ 
ties  of  our  Federal  system.  Without  his 
amendment,  we  would  not  have  been  ahle 
.to  obtain  this  measure;  and  I  am  fully 
mgnizant  of  that  fact.  All  of  us  who 
alsg  involved  are  very  appreciative. 

\  President,  I  have  listened  to  thfe 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. \l  know  how  hard  it  often  is/in  a 
conference  committee,  to  decide  0n  the 
best  course  to  follow.  Sometimes  we 
have  to  take  positions  we  do  net  wish  to 
take.  Yestel'day  afternoon,  Some  of  us 
had  to  do  that  in  connection  with  an¬ 
other  conference  report/  But  if  the 
right  does  not  prevail  at/his  time,  I  am 
sure  it  will  prevail  another  occasion; 
and  we  shall  have  otVr  opportunities  to 
proceed. 

Mr.  CASE  of  /South.  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  as  one/of  the  conferees,  I  urge 
approval  of  the  conference  report. 
While  we  we/  not  able  to  Obtain  con¬ 
currence  of  /he  House  conferees  on  all 
of  the  Sen /e  amendments,  they\iid  con¬ 
cur  in  four  important  ones. 

Two  Amendments  agreed  to  wete  of 
speci/interest  to  Alaska.  One  increases 
the  /asses  of  public  lands  that  can 
co/ited  in  determining  the  ratio  of  Fed3 
eyal  lands  for  matching  Federal-aid 
mds.  Its  effect  is  to  reduce  the  match¬ 
ing  requirements  for  the  so-called  public 
lands  States  from  which  Alaska  is  the 
largest  beneficiary.  The  other  one 
makes  ferry  approaches  eligible  for  the 
Federal-aid  systems. 

Two  other  amendments  of  substance 
were  agreed  to  in  the  conference.  One 
increases  the  authorization  for  the  pub¬ 
lic  lands  by  $500,000  for  1  year.  It  is  the 
amendment  in  which  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  was  interested. 

The  other  amendment  was  the  one 
offered  by  me,  on  behalf  of  myself,  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr,  Allott],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Lusk],  and 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph],  when  the  bill  was  before  the 
Senate.  That  amendment  was  for  the 
purpose  of  removing  the  limitation  which 
had  existed  with  respect  to  including  the 
costs  of  a  portion  of  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  in  the  formula  for  ap¬ 
portionment  of  funds  among  the  States. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is 
glad  to  report  that  the  House  conferees 


concurred  in  the  amendment.  It  is/a 
logical  action  at  this  time,  because  hew 
cost  estimates  are  due  from  all  the  S/ates 
in  January.  The  adoption  oy  this 
amendment  means  that  next  y/ar  the 
apportionments  can  be  made  or/he  basis 
of  completing  the  Interstate  System  uni¬ 
formly  throughout  the  seve/1  States  by 
the  target  date  finally  agiyeed  upon. 

I  appreciate  the  excellent  cooperation 
on  the  part  of  the  Ser/tor  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  McNamara]/  He  has  been  an 
ideal  chairman,  b/.h  in  the  Public 
Works  Subcommittee  on  Roads  and  in 
the  conference.  Zt  has  been  a  pleasure 
to  work  with  him  and  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  conference. 

Mr.  McNA^TARA.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  Pi/sident,  I  move  that  the  con¬ 
ference /eport  be  agreed  to. 

The/  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
ques/on  is  on  agreeing  to  the  report, 
le  report  was  agreed  to. 

'Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 

3resident,  I  move  that  the  vote  by  which 
the  report  was  agreed  to  be  recon¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ADJUSTMENT  IN  SUGAR  QUOTAS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  217)  to 
authorize  the  President  to  make  certain 
adjustments  in  the  sugar  quotas  for  for¬ 
eign  countries. 

Mr:  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  this  time 
I  may  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 
without  having  the  time  required  for  it 
charged  to  the  time  available  to  either 
side  under  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams  of  New  Jersey  in  the  chair).  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mi-.  MANSFIELD.  Then,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
further  proceedings  under  the  quorum 
call  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  under  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  the  time  limitation  is  in  ef¬ 
fect. 

Will  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate 
the  joint  resolution? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chau-  lays  before  the  Senate,  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  217,  which  will  be 
stated  by  title. 
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The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (S.J.  Res.  217),  to  authorize  the 
President  to  make  certain  adjustments 
in  the  sugar  quotas  for  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  understand  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  SmathersI,  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  I  Mr.  Anderson], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
and  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  have  an  agreement  to  modify  the 
joint  resolution,  and  I  should  like  to 
have  the  Senator  from  Florida  briefly 
state  what  that  agreement  is. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President, 
very  briefly,  the  Senate  did  not  get  a  bill 
with  reference  to  changing  the  sugar 
quota  until  yesterday,  so  the  Finance 
Committee  has  had  very  little  opportu¬ 
nity  to  consider  going  into  the  merits  or 
demerits  of  the  House  bill.  However, 
it  was  agreed  by  all  that  the  President 
should  have  the  authority  to  deal  with 
Cuba.  If  the  President,  in  his  wisdom, 
as  the  leader  of  our  foregin  policy,  de¬ 
cides  he  wants  to  cut  the  sugar  quota 
for  Cuba,  he  should  be  able  to  do  it. 
Nobody  is  in  disagreement  about  that. 
So  the  Finance  Committee  came  out 
with  the  joint  resolution,  with  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Bennett],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender  and  Mr.  Long],  and  al¬ 
most  everybody  who  is  now  present,  in 
the  group  supporting  it. 

However,  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  found  certain  objection  in  the 
resolution.  We  have  been  discussing 
them.  It  now  appears  that  the  most 
expeditious  thing  we  can  do  is  merely  to 
give  the  President  authority  to  cut  the 
quota  for  Cuba  if  he  decides  to.  Under 
the  joint  resolution,  “the  President  shall 
determine  the  quota  for  Cuba  under 
such  Act  for  the  balance  of  the  calendar 
year  1960  in  such  amount  or  amounts 
as  he  shall  find  from  time  to  time  to  be 
in  the  national  interests” — period — 
with  nothing  after  that.  We  had  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  resolution  that  he  could 
make  up  the  quotas. 

Mi*.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  is  that  change  agreeable  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  would  like 
to  add  a  word  of  explanation.  We  shall 
be  back  in  session  in  August.  I  hope 
when  we  are  we  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  pass  permanent  sugar  legislation.  In 
the  meantime,  I  think  the  President  is 
given  ample  authority  to  deal  with 
Cuba.  Somebody  has  raised  the  point 
that  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  get 
sugar.  The  answer  to  that  is  that  we 
are  to  be  gone  only  a  month,  and  we 
can  find  it  in  the  meantime. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett], 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
hoped  we  could  pass  the  complete  reso¬ 
lution.  However,  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  that  if  we  give 
the  President  power  to  determine  the 
sugar  quota  for  Cuba,  we  will  not  run 
into  difficulty,  and  we  can  deal  with  the 
President’s  authority  to  acquire  sugar 
when  we  return.  I  am  happy  to  agree 
to  the  proposal. 
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Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  AllottI. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
this  is  a  very  satisfactory  solution  of 
the  problem.  I  am  very  glad  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico,  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  and  the  Senator  from  Utah 
have  been  able  to  get  together  on  it. 
When  we  get  back  in  August,  we  can 
resolve  the  problem  and  pass  sugar  legis¬ 
lation;  but  this  authority  is  necessary 
at  this  time  for  the  international  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr,  Curtis]. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  resolution  as  modified.  I  be- 
lieye  it  is  the  best  procedure  to  take. 
I  revere  the  traditions  and  practices  of 
this  body,  but  also  those  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  I  think  all  should 
bear  in  mind  that  the  sugar  bill  was 
messaged  over  to  the  Senate  on  July  1. 
The  passage  of  this  joint  resolution  will 
meet  the  requirements  of  everyone. 
When  we  reconvene  we  shall  have  an 
opportunity  to  go  into  this  matter  and 
pass  a  sugar  bill  which  will  be  in  the 
national  interest. 

I  urge  the  passage  of  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  as  it  was  suggested  it  be  amended, 
and  I  hope  the  House  of  Representatives 
will  accept  it. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  I  have  prepared  a 
statement  in  connection  with  this  mat¬ 
ter,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
it  may  be  inserted  in  the  body  of  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Butler 

REDUCING  CUBAN  SUGAR  QUOTA  IN  FAVOR  OF  THE 
PHILIPPINE  ISLANDS 

It  is  interesting  to  note  the  contrast  in 
policy  of  two  former  territories  of  the  United 
States — the  Philippine  Islands  and  Cuba. 

Assurances  of  continued  loyalty  and 
friendship  to  the  United  States  on  the  one 
hand;  angry,  almost  fanatic,  castigation  of 
the  United  States  and  its  officials  and  a  con¬ 
tinuing  policy  of  uncompensated  confiscation 
of  property  and  business  on  the  other.  Such 
is  the  difference  in  attitude  and  policy  of  the 
Philippines  and  Cuba  toward  us.  One,  ob¬ 
viously  a  true  friend;  the  other  an  apparent 
enemy. 

Yet,  our  sugar  policy  toward  both  of  these 
underprivileged  countries  is  one  that  belies 
the  imagination. 

Cuba  for  some  reason  continues  to  main¬ 
tain  a  preferred  position  with  regard  to  its 
sugar  export  to  the  United  States.  Not  only 
does  it  supply  approximately  one-third  of 
our  domestic  consumption — domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  supply  about  63  percent — but  it  is 
also  paid  a  premium  price  for  it  of  approxi¬ 
mately  2  cents  per  pound  over  the  world 
market.  It  also  receives  preferential  sugar 
treatment  in  other  ways  that  I  shall  point 
out  later. 

The  Philippine  Islands  on  the  other  hand, 
with  many  more  people  than  Cuba  depend¬ 
ent  upon  its  chief  industry — sugar,  and  with 
a  tremendous  sugar-producing  potential, 
made  possible  by  postwar  rehabilitation  of 
its  war-devastated  sugar  industry,  is  cur¬ 


rently  in  the  process  of  begging  the  United 
States  for  an  increase  in  its  effective  quota 
of  only  about  10.43  percent,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  that  its  economy  is  extremely  shaky  and 
the  threat  of  Communism  is  ever  present. 

In  tons,  the  comparative  figures  are  about 
3.06  million  short  tons  in  1959  for  Cuba,  to 
about  980,000  short  tons  for  the  Philippines. 
In  1934,  it  was  1,866,482  short  tons  for  Cuba 
and  1,005,602  short  tons  for  the  Philippines. 
A  disproportionate  change  if  there  ever  was 
one.  It  doesn’t  stop  there,  however.  That’s 
only  the  basic  quota. 

Existing  law  provides  for  an  overall  basic 
consumption  quota  in  the  United  States  of 
8,350,000  short  tons.  Of  that  amount,  the 
domestic  areas,  in  total,  have  been  accorded 
the  right  to  supply  approximately  53  per¬ 
cent,  Cuba  about  one-third,  and  the  Philip¬ 
pines  about  11.1  percent.  The  remaining 
3  percent  is  imported  from  other  foreign 
countries.  It  is  this  quota  upon  which  the 
aforementioned  figures  are  based. 

In  1956  an  amendment  to  the  Sugar  Act 
made  provision  for  proportional  allotment  to 
various  countries  of  domestic  consumption 
in  excess  of  the  basic  amount  of  8,350,000 
short  tons.  Of  that  excess,  domestic  sup¬ 
pliers  are  allotted  55  percent  and  Cuba  29.59 
percent  with  the  balance  to  other  foreign 
countries  except  the  Philippines  which  does 
not  share  at  all.  This  lowers  the  Philippine 
quota  from  a  stated  11.1  percent  to  an  actual 
10.43  percent  on  a  total  estimated  consump¬ 
tion  in  1960  of  9,200,000  short  tons.  Prefer¬ 
ential  sugar  treatment  for  Cuba  does  not 
even  stop  here,  however. 

In  some  years,  certain  countries  are  un¬ 
able  to  meet  their  quota  and  deficits  result. 
When  such  deficits  are  incurred,  present  law 
provides  that  Cuba  shall  be  entitled  to  sup¬ 
ply  a  large  percentage  of  it.  This  year  alone, 
Puerto  Rican  deficits  will  benefit  Cuba  to 
the  extent  of  enabling  it  to  supply  us  with 
165,000  tons  of  sugar  over  its  quota.  Deficits 
in  other  countries  could  possibly  increase 
this  even  more.  The  Philippines  do  not  share 
in  these  deficits  in  any  way.  It  can,  there¬ 
fore,  easily  be  seen  that  Cuba  receives  pref¬ 
erential  treatment  in  many  ways  with  re¬ 
spect  to  sugar.  Jt  isn’t  only  limited  to  a 
premium  price. 

Haiti,  another  friend  of  ours,  also  wishes 
to  have  its  small  quota  of  about  8,000  tons 
doubled  or  even  tripled.  That  amount  would 
be  a  mere  drop  in  the  domestic  sugar  bucket. 
That  country  is  ready  at  a  moments  notice 
to  put  another  mill,  now  standing  idle,  into 
operation  to  meet  this  quota. 

Yet  it  seems  the  friends  have  to  go  begging 
while  Cuba  continues  to  get  what  it  wants — 
both  from  the  standpoint  of  confiscated  U.S. 
business  properties  and  retention  of  the 
sugar  quota. 

Some  adjustment  should  and  must  be 
made  as  between  Cuba  and  our  avowed 
friends.  The  Cuban  government  recently 
committed  itself  to  export  one  million  tons 
of  sugar  annually  to  the  Soviet  Union  for 
the  next  five  years.  It  has  also  agreed  to 
send  60,000  tons  to  East  Germany  and  50,000 
tons  to  Poland  and  Communist  China.  On 
the  whole,  Cuba  seems  to  be  doing  a  pretty 
good  business.  It  has  expanded  its  market 
over  what  it  has  been  in  past  years  by  trad¬ 
ing  with  the  Iron  Curtain  bloc.  It  neces¬ 
sarily  follows,  therefore,  that  it  is  not  de¬ 
pendent  upon  U.S.  trade  to  the  same  degree 
that  it  was  heretofore. 

I  do  not  for  a  minute  advocate  complete 
elimination  of  the  Cuban  sugar  quota.  To 
do  so  would  surely,  as  some  contend,  elevate 
Castro  to  the  rank  of  martyr — an  honor  to 
which  that  bearded,  tieless  television  orator 
is  not  entitled.  More  important,  it  would 
seriously  impair  the  Cuban  economy  and  be 
injurious  to  the  people — many  of  whom,  in 
spite  of  everything,  are  still  our  friends. 

I  do,  however,  advocate  reducing  the  quota 
to  a  more  reasonable  level  and  suggest  that 
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the  criterion  to  be  used  in  determining  the 
degree  of  reduction  be  the  amount  of  trade 
that  Cuba  does  with  Iron  Curtain  countries, 
or  a  percentage  thereof. 

This  year,  since  Cuba  is  committed  to  ship 
1,110,000  tons  of  sugar  to  Iron  Curtain  bloc 
countries,  my  plan  would  call  for  a  reduction 
in  its  quota  of  1,110,000  tons,  or  a  substan¬ 
tial  percentage  thereof.  The  quota  would 
thereafter  slide  upward  or  downward  depend¬ 
ing  upon  Cuban  trade  behind  the  Iron  Cur¬ 
tain.  This  reduction  in  the  Cuban  quota 
could  then  be  allocated  among  other  more 
friendly  sugar  quota  countries;  principally 
the  Philippines. 

No  one  can  argue  that  in  so  doing  we  are 
out  to  get  Cuba  or  Castro  or  that  we  are 
attempting  to  paralyze  its  economy.  We 
would  merely  be  adjusting  its  quota,  to  the 
benefit  of  our  friends,  to  reflect  new  business 
by  Cuba  and  its  lessened  dependence  on  us — 
something  Castro  apparently  desires. 

Frankly,  I  think  it  is  shocking  when  our 
great  friend  in  the  Far  East  has  to  come 
practically  begging  on  its  knees  to  get  an 
increase  in  quota — especially  when  it  has  the 
facilities  to  supply  us  with  substantially 
more  tonnage.  On  President  Eisenhower’s 
recent  trip  to  the  Philippines,  he  and  Presi¬ 
dent  Garcia  re-emphasized  the  need  for  a 
strong  stable  economy  in  that  country  and 
recognized  the  desirability  of  increased  trade 
between  the  two  countries,  as  a  means  of 
stabilizing  that  economy.  Mere  extension  of 
the  Sugar  Act  would  in  no  way  assist  in 
achieving  this  objective.  It  would  merely 
maintain  the  status  quo.  The  Philippines 
have  in  the  past  supplied  us  with  15.41  per¬ 
cent  of  our  sugar  consumption.  At  the  very 
minimum  it  should  be  returned  to  that  level. 
I  think  if  we  provide  the  means  by  which 
the  quota  can  be  increased,  we  would  by 
immediate  overt  action  carry  out  at  least  in 
part  the  President’s  promise  to  that  country 
and  assist  in  repelling  the  spread  of  com¬ 
munism. 

We  have  to  reassure  our  Philippine  friends 
by  affirmative  action — not  words.  Commu¬ 
nism  is  a  festering  sore  in  every  society  where 
the  people  by  and  large  are  underprivileged. 
The  remedy  is  wider  employment  and  a  bet¬ 
ter  standard  of  living.  We  will  substantially 
assist  in  meeting  both  of  these  desirable 
objectives  if  we  enable  that  country  to  ma¬ 
terially  increase  its  sugar  export  to  us. 

The  problem  of  spreading  Communism  also 
exists  in  many  Latin  American  countries, 
perhaps  to  an  even  greater  degree.  We  must 
do  something  to  stop  it  and  we  must  do  it 
promptly.  Both  areas  can  be  materially 
helped  by  intelligent  adjustment  of  our  sugar 
program. 

In  order  to  best  administer  the  principle 
of  changing  quotas  which  I  advocate,  the 
President  should  be  given  outright  authority, 
which  he  does  not  now  have,  to  change 
quotas;  or,  at  least,  authority  guided  by 
some  standard  such  as  that  which  I  have 
previously  outlined.  There  should  also  be 
authority  in  the  President  to  immediately 
change  a  quota  when  a  country  is  faced  with 
a  deficit. 

To  show  how  the  present  inflexible  system 
can  work  to  our  detriment  and  to  the  decided 
benefit  of  a  supplier  country,  such  as  Cuba, 
under  present  law,  if  a  country  finds  a  more 
favorable  market  during  the  big  sugar  con¬ 
sumption  months  and  ships  sugar  elsewhere, 
it  does  not  lose  its  quota;  rather,  it  is  en¬ 
titled  to  make  up  that  quota  at  any  time 
during  the  year.  This  can  cause  a  flood  of 
sugar  at  the  year’s  end  when  it  is  not  needed. 
If  the  President  had  the  authority  to  im¬ 
mediately  reallocate  a  deficit,  the  danger  of 
shortage  during  peak  months  and  overabun¬ 
dance  during  short  demand  months  would  be 
eliminated. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  regret  that 
the  Senate  has  not  had  a  sugar  bill  in 
time  to  act  on  it  before  we  recess.  Un¬ 
der  the  circumstances,  however,  this 
resolution  is  about  all  we  will  be  able 
to  pass  before  we  come  back  in  August. 
Therefore,  I  favor  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  was  very  hopeful 
that  some  time  this  year  we  would  be 
able  to  pass  a  realistic  sugar  bill.  Yes¬ 
terday  the  resolution  now  pending  was 
discussed  with  several  Members  of  the 
Plouse.  There  was  disagreement  on 
their  part  in  respect  to  giving  the  Pres¬ 
ident  the  right  to  purchase  sugar  on  the 
domestic  and  foreign  market.  As  I 
understand,  it  has  been  agreed  to  so 
amend  the  resolution  as  to  merely  give 
the  President  the  right  to  deal  with  the 
sugar  quota  insofar  as  Cuba  is  con¬ 
cerned,  without  in  any  manner  distrib¬ 
uting  or  replacing  any  cuts  in  the  quota 
the  President  may  make. 

I  am  very  hopeful,  in  light  of  the 
amendment  to  the  resolution,  the  House 
will  agree  to  it  as  passed  by  the  Senate, 
and  as  it  was  concurred  in  by  Members 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  SmathersL 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  with 
respect  to  Senate  Joint  Resolution  217, 
I  move  to  amend  it  by  striking  out 
everything  after  the  word  “interest”  on 
line  8,  page  1,  and  adding  a  period. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North.  Dakota,  Mr. 
President,  there  has  been  urgent  need 
for  action  on  the  sugar  problem  for 
many  months.  It  is  regrettable  that  we 
have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  act  on 
such  legislation  before  now.  If  Congress 
failed  to  do  anything  about  the  Cuba 
Sugar  Act  before  the  recess,  with  all  the 
insults  we  have  received  from  Cuba  and 
confiscation  of  property,  and  so  forth, 
she  would  have  received  a  bigger  sugar 
quota  than  before.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  I  agree  with  the  leaders  that 
nothing  else  could  be  done  but  amend 
the  resolution  and  send  it  to  the  House. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  Cas¬ 
tro’s  stepped-up  campaign  of  hatred  for 
the  United  States  is  represented  both  by 
the  increasing  venom  in  his  harangues 
and  by  his  widening  program  of  expro¬ 
priation.  This,  I  am  sure,  has  made  all 
of  us  realize  that  we  must  not  leave  here 
tonight  without  giving  the  President  the 
power  to  readjust  the  Cuban  sugar  quota, 
if  necessary  to  preserve  and  protect  our 
country’s  security. 

Day  before  yesterday  the  House  passed 
a  bill  which  would  give  the  President  this 
power  but  would  also  extend  the  pres¬ 
ent  Sugar  Act  for  1  year.  It  would  also 
put  rigid  limitations  on  his  power  to  ac¬ 
quire  replacement  sugar.  Now  that  it 


has  come  over  to  us,  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  has  had  no  chance  to  study  it,  or 
to  consider  the  many  bills  which  have 
been  introduced  by  our  own  Members 
suggesting  a  wide  variety  of  approaches 
to  the  problem  of  sugar  quotas.  To 
adopt  the  House  bill  would  be  to  aban¬ 
don  these  and  postpone  until  January  1, 
1962,  any  opportunity  to  make  any  sub¬ 
stantive  changes  in  the  present  quota 
pattern. 

Since  we  are  to  come  back  on  the  8th 
of  August,  we  shall  have  an  opportunity 
to  hold  hearings  and  to  give  complete 
consideration  not  only  to  the  1-year  ex- 
tention  proposed  by  the  House  but  also 
to  the  various  ideas  contained  in  the 
Senate  bills.  In  the  meantime,  it  could 
be  tragic  if  between  now  and  August  8  the 
President  did  not  have  the  power  which 
the  House  bill  would  grant  to  him. 

This  resolution  would  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  authority  to  adjust  the  Cuban  quota 
for  1960.  Presumably  this  power  would 
continue  during  the  rest  of  this  year. 
Actually,  the  practical  effect  of  the  reso¬ 
lution  is  to  make  sure  that  the  President 
will  have  this  power  between  now  and 
the  time  we  complete  our  work  on  the 
sugar  bill  during  the  August  session. 
Obviously  if  we  can  have  the  opportunity 
to  study  the  bill  in  August,  we  can  also 
reconsider  the  authority  this  resolution 
gives  to  the  President  and  may  either 
confirm  or  change  it. 

I  am  sure  that  the  leadership  of  both 
Houses  is  aware  of  the  seriousness  of  the 
situation  in  Cuba. 

I  hope  that  we  will  adopt  the  resolu¬ 
tion  and  give  the  House  a  chance  to  act 
on  it. 

Mr.  HRUSKA  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
there  may  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
a  point  immediately  prior  to  the  vote  on 
the  sugar  resolution,  a  brief  statement 
which  I  have  prepared  on  the  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: ' 

Statement  by  Senator  Hruska 

Particularly  in  view  of  the  recent,  dis¬ 
heartening  turn  of  events  in  Cuba  now  is 
the  time  to  think  clearly,  speak  plainly,  and 
act  decisively.  No  other  single  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation  will'  permit  us  at  this  time  to  ex¬ 
press  our  concern  over  the  course  of  our 
relations  with  that  once  friendly  nation  ly¬ 
ing  off  the  shores  of  Florida. 

The  incredible  character  of  the  acts  of 
Premier  Castro  removes  the  issue  of  what 
to  do  with  the  Sugar  Act  from  the  level  of 
vindictiveness  or  retaliation,  although  the 
provocation  would  be  ample  if  we  were  look¬ 
ing  for  excuses.  This  is  no  longer  merely  a 
question  of  acting  hastily  and  rashly  in  the 
face  of  a  sudden  turnabout  of  events  and 
relations.  Things  have  proceeded  much  too 
far  for  that  charge. 

Indeed,  it  is  fair  to  say  that  our  fore- 
bearance  in  the  face  of  unjustified  and  un¬ 
precedented  barrage  of  charges  and  acts  by 
one  country  to  another  has  been  exemplary. 
We  forebear,  not  from  indifference  or  inde¬ 
cision,  but  by  a  willingness  to  be  patient 
as  a  new  government  struggled  to  gain  its 
balance  and  recover  such  ground  as  was 
lost  under  the  Batista  regime.  But  the  reck¬ 
less  and  outright  aggressive  practices  in 
which  Cuba  has  indulged  itself  these  past 
several  months  no  longer  can  be  borne  with 
patience  and  in  silence. 

By  her  own  actions  Cuba  forced  the  issue 
we  are  now  debating.  She  has  ruptured  the 
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friendly  relations  and  violated  accepted 
principles  of  international  law  that  exist  be¬ 
tween  our  two  countries.  On  our  part,  the 
time  is  past  when  we  can  say  Cuba  is  merely 
riding  out  the  revolutionary  storm.  Her 
every  act  demonstrates  that  she  is  per¬ 
petuating  these  difficulties  for  her  own  rea¬ 
sons,  difficult  as  they  are  to  perceive. 

At  this  time  our  own  national  interests 
dictates  a  new  course  of  action  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Events  of  the  recent  past  manifest 
that  we  cannot  sit  idly  by,  committing  our¬ 
selves  with  regard  to  our  sugar  requirements 
to  a  producer  nation  whose  ability  to  per¬ 
form  its  obligation  appear  to  be  governed 
by  whim  or  fancy — or  the  desires  of  other 
unfriendly  nations.  The  American  con- 
smner  must  not  be  caught  short  and  be  put 
through  the  wringer  by  the  momentary 
disposition  of  Premier  Castro. 

His  abusive  language  we  can — to  a  degree — • 
discount  and  ignore.  But  we  are  not  power¬ 
less  to  defend  our  vital  interests  and  to  deal 
with  whatever  hostile  and  ruthless  attacks 
he  is  disposed  to  make. 

Due  to  such  events,  the  basis  of  our  rela¬ 
tions  shifts,  so  to  speak,  and  the  risks  we 
were  once  willing  to  take  in  a  generous  and 
forgiving  spirit  now  reach  out  and  involve 
our  national  security.  At  this  point,  the 
question  is  thrown  into  a  larger  frame  of 
reference.  We  sense  the  insidious  and  dia¬ 
bolical  influences  of  Communist  Russia  at 
work.  We  rightly  take  firm  steps  to  thwart 
their  further  development.  In  this  context 
the  action  which  we  are  •  contemplating  is 
thoroughly  justified  and  will  be  completely 
understood  and  supported  by  all  our  allies 
in  this  hemisphere  and  across  the  seas. 
This  should  extend  to  an  unmistakable 
statement  of  U.S.  policy  that  we  will  not 
tolerate  formation  of  a  mutual  defense  pact 
between  Cuba  and  Russia  which  will  pre¬ 
clude  any  country  in  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere  the  exercising  of  its  right  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  kind  of  government  it  desires  for 
itself  or  which  will  threaten  the  peace  and 
security  of  the  world. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  grati¬ 
fied,  Mr.  President,  that  the  resolution  at 
hand  accords  the  President  the  discretion 
and  power  to  cut  the  Cuba  sugar  quota 
whenever  the  national  interests  dictate. 

By  vesting  this  discretionary  power  in  the 
President,  we  permit  a  rapid  adjustment  to 
any  situation  that  unfortunately  might  de¬ 
velop  between  the  two  countries.  President 
Eisenhower  is  uniquely  equipped  to  sense 
and  respond  to  such  situations,  having  im¬ 
mediate  and  comprehensive  reports  flowing 
into  him  round  the  clock,  whether  it  be  a 
workday  or  holiday,  and  whether  Congress 
is  in  session  or  not.  Only  the  President  is 
therefore  able  to  act  before,  rather  than 
after,  the  fact.  It  is  sound  legislative  judg¬ 
ment  to  authorize  him  to  cut  quotas  im¬ 
mediately  if  the  circumstances  warrant  that 
action.  We  should  not  freeze  our  trade  po¬ 
sition  by  law  at  a  time  when  all  considera¬ 
tions  demand  the  most  fluid  or  flexible 
actions. 

As  I  have  said,  the  necessary  precautions 
regarding  the  precarious  situation  in  Cuba 
are  amply  taken  by  vesting  the  President 
with  discretionary  authority  to  cut  quotas. 
For  that  reason,  there  is  no  necessity  to 
scuttle  the  proposal  to  extend  the  act  for  4 
years  and  deny  our  producers  the  proper 
opportunity  to  plan  their  programs  with 
what  assurances  this  law  provides. 

I  support  wholeheartedly  the  act  of  vest¬ 
ing  the  President  with  the  power  to  cut 
Cuba’s  sugar  quota  whenever  the  national 
interests  require  that  to  be  done.  I  urge 
this  body  to  consider  that,  when  that  pro¬ 
vision  is  adopted,  enough  safeguards  will 
be  taken  to  permit  a  4-year  extension  to  the 
act,  in  the  interest  of  promoting  an  orderly 
development  and  reasonable  stabilization  of 
our  domestic  sugar  industry. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
passage  of  the  joint  resolution. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  if  it  is  agreeable  to  the  minority 
leader,  I  am  willing  to  yield  back  my 
remaining  time.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  for  debate  has  been  yielded  back. 
If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en¬ 
grossment  and  third  reading  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  217) 
was  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a  third 
reading,  and  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  having  been  read  the 
third  time,  the  question  is.  Shall  it  pass? 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from 
Montand  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  and 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings]  is  absent  be¬ 
cause  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  are  necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Long]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  would  vote  “yea.” 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and . 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico' 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Beall], 
the  Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges  and  Mr.  Cotton],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Salton- 
stall]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Martin] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  of¬ 
ficial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Beall],  the  Senators 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges  and 
Mr.  Cotton],  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Capehart],  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty],  and  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  84, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[No.  274] 

YEAS— 84 


Aiken 

Fong 

McClellan 

Allott 

Frear 

McGee 

Anderson 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Bartlett 

Goldwater 

Mansfield 

Bennett 

Gore 

Monroney 

Bible 

Green 

Morse 

Brunsdale 

Gruening 

Morton 

Bush 

Hart 

Moss 

Butler 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hickenlooper 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Hill 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Holland 

Robertson 

Carroll 

Hruska 

Schoeppel 

Case,  N.J. 

Humphrey 

Scott 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Jackson 

Smathers 

Church 

Javits 

Smith 

Clark 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Jordan 

Symington 

Dirksen 

Keating 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

Kefauver 

Thurmond 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Wiley 

Dworshak 

Kuchel 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Lausche 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

Long,  La. 

Yarborough 

Engle 

Lusk 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Ervin 

McCarthy 
NAYS— 0 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Beall 

Kennedy 

Pastore 

Bridges 

Long,  Hawaii 

Prouty 

Capehart 

Magnuson 

Russell 

Chavez 

Martin 

Saltonstall 

Cotton 

Murray 

Hennings 

O’Mahoney 

So  the  joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res. 
217),  as  amended,  was  passed,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  That  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended: 

(1)  The  President  shall  determine  the 
quota  for  Cuba  under  such  Act  for  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  calendar  year  1960  in  such 
amount  or  amounts  as  he  shall  find  from 
time  to  time  to  be  in  the  national  interest. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
I  offer  an  amendment  to  the  title  which 
I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed 
to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “Joint 
resolution  to  authorize  the  President  to 
make  certain  adjustments  in  the  sugar 
quota  for  Cuba.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  statement 
which  I  have  prepared  on  the  sugar 
resolution. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Moss 

I  support  the  resolution.  In  view  of  the 
steadily  worsening  situation  in  Cuba,  Con¬ 
gress  should  not  recess,  to  be  gone  for  several 
weeks,  without  giving  the  President  the  au¬ 
thority  to  adjust  the  Cuban  sugar  quota. 

I  am  confident  that  most  Americans  have 
deep  sympathy  for  the  Cuban  people  in  their 
time  of  great  trial.  We  all  dislike  the  idea  of 
penalizing  them  by  taking  away  the  sugar 
quotas  upon  which  much  of  the  economy  of 
the  island  and  the  well-being  of  the  people 
are  based. 

But  we  must  be  realistic.  We  must  deal 
with  Castro,  and  his  Communist-studded 
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government,  in  language  which  will  be  under¬ 
stood.  We  cannot  submit  to  further  black¬ 
mail.  We  cannot  allow  a  strutting  and  ir¬ 
responsible  leader  of  a  foreign  country  to 
dictate  our  internal  policy  and  challenge  our 
national  integrity.  We  have  lost  enough 
prestige  around  the  world  already. 

Castro  has  warned  that  any  cut  in  the 
Cuban  sugar  quota  will  result  in  wholesale 
confiscation  of  property  there  which  is  owned 
or  managed  by  Americans.  Already  more 
than  $500  million  in  American  investments 
has  been  confiscated,  and  there  is  no  hint  of 
repayment.  What  have  we  got  to  lose? 

America  can  well  use  the  Cuban  sugar 
quota  to  expand  its  own  domestic  production 
and  to  improve  relations  with  some  of  our 
friends  in  Latin  America  who  do  not  now 
have  a  sugar  quota.  My  own  state  of  Utah 
would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  expand 
sugar  production  to  meet  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  levels,  and  I  know  many  other  Western 
and  Southern  sugar-producing  States  would 
feel  the  same. 

POLITICAL  STABILITY  AND  ECO¬ 
NOMIC  WELFARE  OF  LATIN- 

AMERICAN  NATIONS 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  The  political  sta¬ 
bility  and  economic  welfare  of  all  Latin 
American  nations  have  always  been  re¬ 
garded  as  being  of  vital  interest  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States.  Over  the 
years  we  have  come  to  regard  our  sister 
American  republics  as  our  full  partners 
in  the  American  community.  We  have 
not  only  accepted  but  we  have  encour¬ 
aged  others  to  accept  the  concept  of 
collective  responsibility  for  the  solutions 
of  inter-American  problems,  whether 
economic  or  military. 

It  is  a  matter  of  deep  concern  to  all 
Americans  that  on  the  island  of  Cuba — 
at  our  very  doorstep — the  Castro  regime 
has  taken  advantage  of  the  legitimate 
hopes  and  aspirations  of  the  Cuban  peo¬ 
ple  only  to  victimize  them  and  to  create 
a  threat  to  peace  in  the  Western  Hemis¬ 
phere.  It  is  now  obvious  that  Fidel 
Castro  has  brought  about  conditions 
leading  to  the  complete  economic  and 
political  slavery  of  the  Cuban  people 
and  which,  if  unchecked,  may  spread 
to  other  nations  in  the  Western  Hemis¬ 
phere. 

The  Cuban  people  suffered  long  and, 
deeply  under  the  cruel  excesses  of  Die 
tator  Batista.  They  had  every  right, ' 
hope — as  did  freedom-loving  people 
everywhere — that  better  things  wpre  in 
store  for  them  when  Castro,  loudly  pro¬ 
claiming  his  belief  in  democracy,  cap¬ 
tured  the  imagination  of  the  Latin 
American  people  in  his  successful  cam¬ 
paign  to  overthrow  th/  oppressive 
.  Batista  regime. 

These  hopes  have  be^h  dashed  upon 
the  rocks.  Castro  has  unmasked  him¬ 
self  before  the  world/as  the  willing  tool, 
if  not  an  active  /advocate,  of  inter¬ 
national  communism.  The  right  of  free 
speech,  the  right;  to  own  property,  and 
other  freedoms/ which  we  all  too  often 
take  for  granted  are  rapidly  vanishing 
from  the  scene  on  the  island  of  Cuba. 

It  is  time  that  the  U.S.  Government 
and  the/American  people  looked  real¬ 
istically/  at  the  infiltration  of  commu¬ 
nism  in  Cuba,  and  it  is  time  we  took 
posij/ve  action  to  combat  it. 

xe  policy  of  patience  and  forbear- 
ice  which  was  followed  by  the  Eisen- 
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hower  administration  in  the  face  of  the 
early  anti-United  States  tirades  by 
Castro  and  his  henchmen  was  com¬ 
mendable.  Precipitant  action  taken  uni¬ 
laterally  by  the  United  States  would  un¬ 
doubtedly  have  caused  resentment  and 
suspicion  not  only  on  the  part  of  the 
Cuban  people  but  on  the  part  of  others 
throughout  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

Tennessee’s  own  great  Cordell  Hull 
recognized  during  the  thirties  that  the 
time  had  passed  when  the  problems  of 
Latin  America  could  or  should  be  solved 
by  sending  a  contingent  of  U.S. 
Marines.  And  so  Cordell  Hull,  display¬ 
ing  the  wisdom  and  foresight  of  which 
all  Tennesseans  are  proud,  launched  our 
good  neighbor  policy,  designed  to-  pro¬ 
mote  our  economic  and  cultural  ties  with 
our  Latin  American  friends  on  the  basis 
of  cooperative  effort  beneficial  both  to  us 
and  to  them.  The  Cordell  Hull  Good- 
eighbor  Policy  must  remain  the  corner- 
one  of  our  Latin  American  policy, 
can  and  wo  must  deal  with  the 
Cuban  situation  within  the  framework  of 
that  policy. 

The\admirable  qualities  of  patience 
and  forbearance  which  have  character¬ 
ized  our\olicy  with  respect  to  Castro 
have  serveortheir  purpose.  But  patience 
and  forbearance  are  no  longer  sufficient. 
Such  a  policy  Vs  tanding  alone, /o  longer 
serves  the  interests  of  eitheiyfhe  United 
States  or  of  the  iSuban  people. 

Day  by  day  the\ituatioZ  in  Cuba  be¬ 
comes  increasingly  qminous.  Economic 
ties  with  the  Soviet  Union,  publicly  pro¬ 
claimed,  are  coupledAwith  rumors  of 
prospective  military^  tieh  and  with  out¬ 
right  hostile  act/  against  U.S.  naval 
forces. 

We  must  take  into  consideration  the 
possibility  of  Ahe  establishment  of  Rus¬ 
sian  military  bases  on  Cuban  soil.  I  am 
not  now  predicting  that  such  wilhoccur. 
But  so  far  as  I  am  concerned  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Russian  missile  base\air 
base  or  naval  base  in  Cuba  would  cc 
stitute  a  violation  of  the  Monroe  Doc 
trihe  under  which  the  United  States  has'' 
fpr  a  century  and  a  half  made  clear  our 

etermination  to  repeal  any  effort  by 
any  outside  predatory  nation  to  engulf 
any  part  of  the  Western  Hemisphere. 
Neither  Castro  nor  Khrushchev  should 
be  left  in  any  doubt  as  to  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  such  action. 

Three  months  ago,  in  a  speech  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  I  sounded  a  clear 
warning  that  a  revision  of  United 
States-Cuban  policy  was  required.  I 
pointed  out  then,  as  I  point  out  now,  that 
it  is  not  enough  merely  to  deplore  the 
extreme  measures  being  taken  by  Castro. 
It  is  not  enough  merely  to  deny  his  out¬ 
rageous  charges  against  the  United 
States.  We  need  more  than  a  negative 
policy.  We  must  formulate  and  imple¬ 
ment  a  positive  program  of  action. 

By  positive  action  I  do  not  mean,  send¬ 
ing  the  Marines.  Nor  do  I  suggest  that 
our  Government  should  wage  unre¬ 
stricted  economic  warfare  against  the 
Cuban  people.  On  the  contrary,  we  must 
proceed  in  concert  with  other  Latin 
American  countries  whose  stability  and 
security  are  at  stake  and  against  some 
of  which  Castro  has  already  deliberately 
sought  to  stir  up  dissension  and  revolt. 


Building  upon  the  Cordell  Hull  Gpbd 
Neighbor  Policy,  we  took  the  lead"  in 
establishing  the  Organization  of  Ameri¬ 
can  States  as  a  vehicle  for  solvylg  mu¬ 
tual  problems  through  cooperatj/e  effort. 
Recently  our  Government  pi^sented  to 
OAS  a  well  documented  complaint  ex¬ 
posing  Castro’s  deliberate/  anti-United 
States  campaign.  But  pe re  again  it  is 
not  enough  merely  to  >fiake  clear  what 
has  occurred.  We  mjfst  propose  within 
the  OAS  a  positive  cptirse  of  action  to  be 
undertaken  under /the  auspices  of  OAS 
in  the  interests  o/peace  and  security. 

I  urge  President  Eisenhower  to  take 
such  action.  Consideration  should  also 
be  given  to.Zsing  the  facilities  of  the 
United  Nations  to  forestall  action  which 
would  imperil  world  peace,  as  Castro’s 
attitude/becomes  increasingly  belligerent 
and  threatening. 

Tire  Congress  should  give  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  authority  to  revise  Cuban  sugar 
qyotas  with  the  understanding  that  this 
ithority  will  be  used,  if  at  all,  not  as  an 
'act  of  economic  hostility  against  the 
Cuban  people,  but  only  if  the  exigencies 
of  the  situation  require  it,  and  certainly 
our  other  friends  in  OAS  should  be  con¬ 
sulted  about  this. 

Action  by  our  Government  to  counter 
the  threat  of  the  Castro  brand  of  com¬ 
munism  should  be  taken  promptly  and 
after  deliberate  consideration.  We  can 
no  longer  safely  rely  on  the  hope  that 
Castro  will  collapse  or  disappear  if  we 
merely  continue  to  turn  the  other  cheek. 


SELF-EMPLOYED  INDIVIDUALS  TAX 
RETIREMENT  ACT  OF  1960 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks  a  statement  in  re¬ 
gard  to  H.R.  10. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Byrd  of  Virginia 
I  wish  to  make  a  short  statement  for  the 
Iecord  relative  to  H.R.  10  which  is  generally 
ef erred  to  as  a  “bill  to  encourage  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  voluntary  pension  plans  by  self- 
employed  individuals.’’ 

I  Could  not  support  this  bill  as  it  was 
passedhby  the  House  of  Representatives.  But 
amendments  adopted  by  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  removed  the  principal  objections. 

Objectionable  features  in  the  bill  as  it  was 
passed  by  t\e  House  included  the  following 
provisions : 

(1)  It  gave  ibax  advantages  for  the  exclu¬ 
sive  benefit  of  employers. 

(2)  It  did  notVequire  establishing  non- 

discriminatory  pla^s  covering  eligible  em¬ 
ployees.  \ 

(3)  It  created  substantial  tax  differences 
between  self -employ ed'h'etirement  programs 
and  corporate  qualified  pension  plans. 

(4)  It  established  an  undesirable  precedent 
allowing  individual  tax  dei 
ment  savings. 

(5)  It  involved  a  revenue  lo^s  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $365  million  a  year. 

As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Finance  Com 
mittee,  I  requested  the  Treasury  Department, 
in  cooperation  with  the  staff  of  tim  Joint 
Committee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation,  to 
search  for  a  better  approach  to  the  trea 
of  the  retirement  savings  of  self¬ 
people. 

Tire  bill  now  before  the  Senate  is 
result  of  that  dual  study.  It  also  reflects 
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new’'-  information  developed  through  the 
committee  hearings  held  in  May  of  this  year. 

The  Treasury  estimates  that  the  revenue 
cost  of  ^tending  retirement  plans  coverage 
to  self-employed  under  this  amended  bill 
will  range  ^between  $150  million  and  $250 
million  annually,  as  compared  with  $365  mil¬ 
lion  under  the\bill  as  passed  by  the  House. 

And  in  this  connection,  this  cost  is  to  be 
offset  in  considerable  measure  by  an  antic¬ 
ipated  increase  inVevenue  resulting  from 
changes  in  the  corporate  area. 

Without  going  intoX,  details  the  pending 
bill,  as  amended  by  theVinance  Committee, 
differs  from  the  bill  as  it\passed  the  House 
in  the  following  major  respfi 

(1)  Self-employed  may  participate  in  their 
own  qualified  pension  plan  oipy  if  the  plan 
includes  their  employees— ancKis  nondis- 
criminatory  as  to  coverage,  contributions, 
and  benefits. 

(2)  The  basic  deducation  allowable  each 
year  is  patterned  on  the  original  H\R.  10 
formula — 10  percent  of  earnings  up  to 
a  year.  However,  the  Senate  Finance 
mittee  bill  uses  “earned  income”  as  the  baSe, 
which  generally  would  be  less  than  “self  j 
employment  income”  used  in  the  original 
version. 

(3)  The  basic  formula  of  10  percent  of 
earned  income  up  to  $2,500  is  not  increased 
for  persons  over  50  years  of  age.  The  orig¬ 
inal  version  raised  the  percentage  and  dollar 
limitations  between  years  50  and  70. 

(4)  The  original  bill  contained  a  total 
lifetime  limitation  of  $50,000  for  contribu¬ 
tions  on  behalf  of  each  self-employed  per¬ 
son.  This  limitation  has  been  eliminated 
in  view  of  other  restrictions  inserted  in  the 
amended  bill. 

There  is  another  aspect  of  the  committee 
bill  which  should  be  mentioned.  It  places 
additional  restrictions  on  corporate  pension 
plans  when  a  covered  employee  is  owner  of 
more  than  10  percent  of  the  corporation’s 
stock.  This  would- prevent  unwarranted  tax 
advantages  for  a  few  individual  stockholders. 

The  Finance  Committee  report  on  this  bill 
supports  the  belief  that  it  is  in  the  public 
interest  to  extend  coverage  of  individuals 
under  voluntary  retirement  plan  as  a  means 
of  discouraging  complete  reliance  on  local, 
State  or  Federal  Government  for  assistance. 

The  same  general  privileges  and  restric¬ 
tions  should  apply,  whether  plans  are  estab¬ 
lished  by  proprietors,  partnerships  or 
corporations. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  committee 
bill  provides  that  self-employed  persons  may 
participate  in  their  own  qualified  pension 
plan  only  if  the  plan  includes  their  em¬ 
ployees — and  with  respect  to  employees  the 
plan  shall  be  nondiscriminatory,  percentage¬ 
wise,  as  to  coverage,  contributions  ang  ” 
benefits. 

The  best  information  available  to  >Che 
committee  indicated  some  20  million/per- 
sons  would  be  affected  by  this  bill — to  mil¬ 
lion  self-employed,  and  10  million  eiyfp'oyees 
of  the  self-employed. 

Representatives  of  the  self-enyrfoyed  per¬ 
sons  throughout  the  Nation  ha yk  been  seek¬ 
ing  this  type  of  legislation  s/hce  1951,  and 
various  bills  which  should  Accomplish  this 
purpose  have  been  introduced  over  the  past 
10  years. 

I  believe  the  committee  bill  is  the  best 
approach  to  the  problem  proposed  to  date. 
It  will  reach  individuals  in  a  wide  variety 
of  trades  and  professions  in  a  reasonable 
manner  and  witlnn  a  pattern  already  exist¬ 
ing  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 

Under  these /Circumstances  I  am  prepared 
to  support  the  bill  (H.R.  10)  as  amended 
and  reported  by  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee: 

_ 

.i  ,  GLORIA  ANNE  LOVED  AY 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 


Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
Calendar  No.  1524,  H.R.  7895. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
7895)  for  the  relief  of  Gloria  Anne  Love- 
day. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. . 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent.  The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  enable 
Gloria  Anne  Loveday  to  qualify  for  an 
immigrant  visa  under  the  quota  for 
Great  Britain,  of  which  country  she  is 
a  citizen. 

It  was  objected  to  on  the  calendar,  but 
objection  has  since  been  removed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
^amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
on  the  third  reading  and  passage  of 
the  bill. 

^e  bill  (H.R.  7895)  was  ordered  to  a 
thirdVeading,  read  the  third  time,  anc 
passedN 

Mr,  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vq^e  by 
which  the  bih  was  passed. 

Mr.  FULBRR3HT.  I  move  t</lay  the 
motion  to  reconsider  on  the  t/ble. 

The  motion  to  Ifcw  on  the  table  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  reconsider  \as  agi/ed  to. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  PROP¬ 
ERTY  IN  THE  OF  FLAN- 

DREAU,  S.  D / 

Mr.  JOHNSON/of  Texas.  \Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  th/t  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  1691, 
Senate  bill  2709. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ThVbill 
will  be  stored  by  title  for  the  informacipn 
of  the  Senate. 

The/  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.N 
2709/  directing  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
tepior  to  convey  to  the  city  of  Flandreau, 
Dak.,  any  interest  remaining  in  the 
fnited  States  to  certain  property  which 
it  conveyed  to  such  city  by  the  act  of 
August  21, 1916. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  bill  was  called  on  the  calendar. 
Objection  was  made  on  the  ground  that 
it  did  not  comply  with  the  Morse  for¬ 
mula.  The  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Mundt]  has  an  amendment  em¬ 
bodying  the  Morse  formula  which  he 
proposes  to  offer. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  an 
amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk  in 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  and  ask  to  have  it  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
line  4,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 

without  consideration,”.  At  the  end 


of  the  bill  it  is  proposed  to  add  the  fol- 
%  lowing  new  section: 

Sec.  2.  The  conveyance  authorized  by  *he 
first  section  of  this  Act  shall  be  conditional 
upon  the  State  of  South  Dakota  paying  to 
the  United  States  50  per  centum  of  *he  fair 
market  value,  as  determined  by  the Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  of  any  interest  /including 
any  reversionary  interest)  hold  by  the 
United  States  in  the  property/conveyed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to/he  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading/  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move /hat  the  Senate  reconsider 
the  vote  by  .which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  /he  table. 

The /motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

IPROVEMENT  OF  ADMINISTRA-. 
TION  OF  OVERSEA  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
Calendar  No.  1710,  H.R.  7758. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
7758)  to  improve  the  administration  of 
oversea  activities  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  with  amend¬ 
ments,  on  page  5,  at  the  beginning  of 
line  3,  to  insert  “The  head  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  agency  concerned  may,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  of  the  President, 
live  in  whole  or  in  part  any  right  of 
recovery  under  this  section,  if  it  is  shown 
thatVsuch  recovery  would  be  against 
equitytond  good  conscience  or  against  the 
public  interest.”;  on  page  7,  line  14,  after 
the  wordNfof”,  to  strike  out  “transporta¬ 
tion”  and  uasert  “travel”;  on  page  8,  line 
6,  after  the\word  “The”,  to  strike  out 
“cost  of  transporting”  and  insert  “travel 
expenses  of”;  m.  line  16,  after  the  word 
“Act”,  to  strike  oat  “transportation”  and 
insert  “travel  expenses”;  on  page  24,  line 
9,  after  “443”,  to  s trace  out  “901  (1)  and 
(2) ,”;  in  line  12,  after\888”,  to  strike  out 
“1131,”,  and  on  page  27\after  line  10,  to 
insert: 

(7)  Section  901  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act 
of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.Svp.  1131),  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“representation  allowance 
'  “Sec.  901.  In  accordance  with  sucliSregula- 
tions  as  the  President  may  prescribe  a  Mi  not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  >1765 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.S.C.  70),\ji® 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  grant  to  any  offic 
or  employee  of  the  Service  who  is  a  citizen's 
of  the  United  States  allowances  in  order  to 
provide  for  the  proper  representation  of  the 
United  States  by  officers  or  employees  of 
the  Service.” 
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TSec.  2.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  funds  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary V)  carry  out  the  purpose  of  this  Act.” 


The\  committee  amendment  was 
agreed 

The  biX  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  \  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time  atod  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  waylaid  on  the  table. 


CONVEYANCE  CERTAIN  REAL 

PROPERTY  TO\  THE  CITY  OF 

LITTLE  ROCK,  A 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  TexW  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consentNfor  the  imme¬ 
diate  consideration  of  the 'bill  (S.  3319) 
to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  to  release  the\recapture 
provisions  contained  in  the  conveyance 
of  certain  real  property  to  the 'city  of 
Little  Rock,  Ark.,  and  for  other  purposes 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bil 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection\o 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fro 
Texas? 

Mr.  PELLY.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  may  I  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  if  he  has  cleared  this  with  the 
minority  side? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Texas.  I  have. 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America ,  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a) 
subparagraph  numbered  (2)  of  the  conclud¬ 
ing  paragraph  of  the  first  section  of  the  Act 
entitled  “An  Act  making  appropriations  for 
the  military  and  nonmilitary  activities  of 
the  War  Department  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1937,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
approved  May  15,  1938  (49  Stat.  1292),  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  and  de¬ 
liver  to  the  city  of  Little  Rock,  Arkansas, 
without  consideration,  such  Instrument  as 
he  shall  determine  to  be  required  to  relea. 
effectively  to  that  city  all  right,  title,  andji.- 
terest  heretofore  reserved  to  the  United 
States  or  any  department  or  agency  thereof 
In  or  with  respect  to  the  land  described  in 
section  2  of  that  Act  (49  Stat.  1292-4293)  in 
compliance  with  the  condition  infposed  by 
that  subparagraph. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  22,  1&60. 

Attest:  Felton  M.  Johnson, 

Secretary. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the/third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motipn  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


HARPERS''  FERRY  NATIONAL 
lONUMENT 

Mr.  STA6GERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  10831)  to 
authorize  the  acquisition  of  certain 
lands  for  addition  to  Harpers  Ferry  Na¬ 
tional  Monument,  and  for  other  pur- 
oses. 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
Tim  SPEAKER,  is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  the  cost  and  the  purpose  of  the 
bill? 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  The  cost  of  it  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  is  $300,000.  I  introduced  the  bill  at 
the  request  of  the  Department.  I 
should  like  to  explain  just  a  litlte  bit  of 
the  background,  if  I  may. 

This  is  meritorius  legislation.  Every 
schoolchild  in  America  has  read  and 
studied  about  Harpers  Ferry.  A  na¬ 
tional  monument  is  already  established 
and  is  in  operation  in  the  locality. 

This  30  acres  could  not  be  obtained 
at  the  time  of  the  original  purchase  of 
the  land  for  the  Harpers  Ferry  National 
Monument  because  Storer  College,  an 
institution  of  higher  learning  for  colored 
students,  was  then  in  operation. 

In  recent  years,  when  the  schools  L. 
ir  State  integrated,  it  was  necessary/to 
abandon  Storer  College  and  the  ntop- 
erty\is  now  for  sale.  The  Federal/Gov- 
emmimt  can  secure  it  at  the  present 
time,  with  all  of  the  buildings/ for  the 
small  Sinn  of  $300,000 

These  Moldings  on  the  Sj^rer  College 
grounds  may  be  used  for/housing  per¬ 
sonnel  of  theWational  I^frk  Service  and 
for  training  purposes. 

The  30  acres  of  layfd  in  question  are 
located  almost  in  the  center  of  the  Har¬ 
pers  Ferry  NationalxMonument  and  ac¬ 
quisition  is  nece/sar\  to  complete  this 
project.  In  faoc,  many\historical  build¬ 
ings  and  outstanding  spots  in  our  history 
are  located yOn  the  Storek  College  site, 
including  John  Brown’s  Fort  and  the 
Federal  Armory  which  wasxseized  by 
John  Byown  in  1859.  George  yVashing- 
ton  requested  that  moneys  be  a^propri- 
ated/Tor  the  building  of  this  historical 
arrqory. 

•f  this  additional  land  is  not  acquired 
y  the  Federal  Government  now,  theii 
is  the  danger  that  it  would  be  purchase., 
by  private  interests.  In  the  event  this 
should  occur,  I  am  sure  that  in  later 
years  it  would  cost  our  Government 
many,  many  times  over  the  expenditure 
necessary  today.  And,  as  stated  above, 
^in  time  the  land,  of  necessity,  must  be 
acquired  for  completion  of  the  Harpers 
Ferry  National  Monument. 

I  sincerely  believe  it  is  only  wise  and 
using  good  judgment  to  pass  this  legis¬ 
lation  today  and  not  take  the  chance  of 
waiting  to  take  action  on  it  when  we  re-* 
turn  in  August.  The  Record  will  show 
that  full  hearings  were  held  before  the 
subcommittee  and  approved  by  it,  and 
then  approval  was  granted  by  the  full 
committee.  The  legislation  meets  all 
the  requirements  for  passage  on  the 
Consent  Calendar  which  the  objectors 
require. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia? 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 


1465; 

CONVEYANCE  OF  LAND  IN  /AN 
BUREN  COUNTY,  IOWA 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Speak/-,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (s/ 3247)  to 
amend  the  act  of  September  9,  1959  (73 
Stat.  473),  to  provide  thajrpayment  for 
the  lands  covered  by  such  act  may  be 
made  on  a  deferred  basi* 

The  Clerk  read  the/title  of  the  bill. 

Mr,  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  will  the 
gentleman  explain  the  bill? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  shall  be  very 
glad  to  offer  mi  explanation. 

This  is  a  nnvate  bill,  it  is  the  same  as 
a  companion  bill  H.R.  10740,  introduced 
by  myselLand  which  was  reported  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  the  other 
day  by/unanimous  vote.  It  makes  it  pos- 
siblejor  the  city  of  Keosauqua  to  acquire 
cei^ain  lands  in  negotiation  with  the 
f  'vernment  which  can  be  used  as  a  park 
.nd  for  extension  of  sewer  facilities. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  DEROUNIAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
object. 


r: 


j  SENATE  RESOLUTION  RETURNED 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  resolution  based  on  the  privileges 
of  the  House  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

House  Resolution  598 

That  Senate  Joint  Resolution  217  in  the 
opinion  ot  this  House  contravenes  the  first 
clause  of  the  seventh  section  of  the  first 
article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  is  an  infringement  of  the  privi¬ 
leges  of  this  House,  and  that  the  said  reso¬ 
lution  be  respectfully  returned  to  the  Senate 
with  a  message  communicating  this  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Will  the  gentleman 
explain  the  resolution? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  This  resolution 
has  the  effect  of  sending  back  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  Senate  resolution  in  relation  to 
the  sugar  legislation.  It  states  that  the 
House  respectfully  declines  to  receive  It 
on  the  ground  that  it  involves  revenue  or 
affects  revenue:  and,  under  the  Consti¬ 
tution,  such  legislation  should  originate 
in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  Is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

RECESS 

The  SPEAKER.XWithout  objection 
the  House  will  stand\jn  recess  until  11 
o’clock  p.m. 

There  was  no  objectiof 

Thereupon  (at  9  o’clock  and  56  minutes 
p.m. )  the  House  stood  in  Ncecess  until 
11  o’clock  p.m. 

(Further  proceedings  of  the  Xfouse  of 
Representatives  of  July  2,  1960,  kiill  be 
continued  in  the  next  issue  oi  “the 
Record.) 


4 , 


86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  RES.  598 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  2, 1960 

Mr.  McCormack  submitted  the  following  resolution;  which  was  considered 

and  agreed  to 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  S.J.  Res.  217  in  the  opinion  of  this 

2  House  contravenes  the  first  clause  of  the  seventh  section 

3  of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 

4  and  is  an  infringement  of  the  privileges  of  this  House,  and 

5  that  the  said  resolution  be  respectfully  returned  to  the  Senate 

6  with  a  message  communicating  this  resolution. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Hduses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  sugar  bill.N\Senate  acted. ’on 
amendments. . in  di^/®-Sr|)nmifi^plemental  appropriation  bill.  Rep.  Cooleysintroduced 
bill  to  provid^payment- in-kind  program  for  wheat.  Both  Houses  agreed  tb^concurrent 
resolution  fjarr  adjournment  until  August. 


SENATE 


1.  SUGAR.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12311,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act 
(pp.  14661-7#^.  House  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (pp.  14679).  Both 
Houses  received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  (H.  Rept.  2090)  on  the  bill 
(by  a  vote  of  32  to  24  in  the  Senate;  by  voice  vote  in  the  House)  (pp.  14679-90, 
14710-12). 


As  agreed  to  the  bill  provides  as  follows: 

Extends  the  Sugar  Act  through  March  31,  1961. 

Directs  the  President  to  determine  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of  the 
calendar  year  1960  and  for  the  three  months  period  ending  March  31,  1961.  In 
no  event  may  the  determined  quota  for  Cuba  exceed  that  which  would  otherwise  be 
established  under  Title  II  of  the  Act. 

Authorizes  the  President  to  cause  or  permit  to  be  brought  or  imported  into 
or  marketed  in  the  United  States  from  such  sources  as  he  deems  appropriate  a 
quantity  not  in  excess  of  the  quantity  by  which  the  quota  for  Cuba  is  reduced. 


(a)  The  portion  of  the  quota-redaction-quantity  equivalent  to  that  part  of 
domestic  area  deficits  which  otherwise  would  be  prorated  to  Cuba  may  be  al¬ 
located  to  other  domestic  areas. 

(b)  The  remaining  quantity  of  the  reduction,  the  President  is  authorized  to 
purchase  as  raw  sugar  as  follows: 

(1)  First,  there  shall  be  purchased  from  Haiti,  Netherlands,  China,.  Panama 
and  Costa  Rica,  a  quantity  which  would  permit  a  total,  including  quota 
quantities,  of  10,000  tons  to  be  imported  from  each  country,  /ft  the  present 
level  of  total  quotas,  9,400,000  tons,  28,391  short  tons,  raw  value,  could 
be  purchased  from  this  group  of  countries. 

(2)  Then,  15  percent  of  the  remainder  of  the  reduction  shall  be  purchased 
from  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines. 

And,  85  percent  of  the  remainder  of  the  reduction  shalL.be  purchased  from 
other  countries  which  have  quotas  under  Sec.  202(c)  of  the  Act  pro  rata  to 
those  quotas.  Those  countries  are: 

Peru 

Dom.  Republic 
Mexico 
Nicaragua 
Canada 

(3)  If  additional  quantities  are  required,  purchases- may  be  made  from 
an y  countries  without  regard  to  allocations. 


United  Kingdom 
Belgium 
British  Guiana 
Hong  Kong 


(4)  If  raw  sugar  is  not  reasonably  available,  the  President  may  cause  or 
permit  the  required  quantity  of  direct- consumption  sugar  to  be  imported. 

— - .The  words  "the  Territory  of"  are  striken  in  reference  to  Hawaii, _ 

2.  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961. 

Acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement  -to  this  bill,  H.  R.  12740  (pp.  14659-61). 

As  agreed  to  the  bill  provides  $1,800,000  additional  for  watershed  protect ior 
and  $1,570^000  additional  for  flood  prevention  activities  of  SCS,  $5,200^ 
additional  to  ARS  for  construction  of  facilities,  and  $1,350,000  additional 
to  AMS  to  permit  inspection  of  poultry- food  products  in  processing  plants  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  196u\3Che  Senate  receded  from  its  amendment^^srtiich  would 
have  provided  $30,000,000  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  fotf^payment  of  obliga¬ 
tions  incurred  in  the  construction  of  forest  highway s^and  would  have  provided 
that  appropriations,  authorizations,  and  funds  available  to  departments  and 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  1961  cdu^d  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  indicating 
the  need  for  supplemental  estimates  so  &^  to  permit  the  payment  of  pay  increases 
provided  for  in  the  new  pay  raise  law. 

3.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Agreed  tp^fhe  House  amendmeiitsto  S.  Con.  Res,  112,  provid¬ 

ing  "That  when  the  two  Houses  shall  adjourn  on  Sunday, .July  3,  1960,  the  Senate 
shall  stand  adjourned  udtil  12  o'clock  noon  on  Monday,  August  8,  1960,  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  shall  stand  adjourned  until  12  o'clock  noon  on  Monday, 
August  15,  1960^  p.  14690 

4.  NCMINATIOfiS.  Agreed  to  a  resolution  by  Sen.  Johnson  providing  that  "notwith¬ 

standing  the  adjournment  of  the  Senate  ...  the  status  quo  of  nominations 
pending  and  not  finally  acted  upon  at  the  time  of  taking  such  adjournment  si 
be  preserved."  p.  14690 


S6th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  /Session  j  {  No.  2090 


EXTENDING  FOR  1  YEAR  THE  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


July  3  (legislative  clay,  July  2),  1960. — Ordered  to  he  printed 


Air.  Cooley,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12311] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12311)  to 
extend  for  1  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  8,  10,  and 

12. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  4,  9,  11,  and  13,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  section  1^12  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 
{relating  to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act) 
is  amended  ( 1 )  by  striking  out  “December  81,  1960”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “March  31 ,  1961” ,  (2)  by  inserting  “ ,  until  Alar ch  31 ,  1961  ” 
after  “power” ,  and  (3)  by  striking  out  “the  crop  year  1960  and  previous 
crop  years”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “ any  crop  year  beginning  prior 
to  March  31,  1961”.  ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 
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Sec.  2.  Sections  4501(c)  and  6412(d)  ( relating  to  the  termination 
and  refund  of  tares  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (ire 
amended  by  striking  out  “June  30,  1961”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “ September  30,  1961” . 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  Sec.  3.;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment 
and  on  page  2,  line  20,  of  the  House  bill  strike  out  "December  31, 
1961”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  March  31,  1961;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment  insert  and  for  the  three-month  period  ending  March  31 , 1961 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  Sec.  4 ■  ]  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

Carl  Albert, 

Clark  W.  Thompson, 

Charles  B.  Hoeven, 

Page  Belcher, 

Clifford  G.  McIntire, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Russell  B.  Long, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 
Wallace  F.  Bennett, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF 

THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  12311)  to  extend  for  1  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report: 

The  amendments  made  by  the  Senate  had  the  effect  of  making 
two  major  changes  in  the  House  bill: 

(1)  They  limited  the  effect  of  the  bill  to  the  calendar  year  1960 
only;  and 

(2)  They  changed  from  mandatory  to  permissive  the  direc¬ 
tions  contained  in  subparagraphs  (i),  (ii),  and  (iii)  for  foreign 
distribution  of  any  reductions  in  Cuban  quotas  made  pursuant 
to  the  bill. 

The  effect  of  the  agreement  reached  by  the  conferees  and  embodied 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  is  to — - 

(1)  Extend  the  Sugar  Act  and  the  authority  conferred  on  the 
President  by  this  bill  through  March  31,  1961,  and; 

(2)  Retain  the  mandatory  character  of  the  distribution  to 
foreign  countries  of  the  House  bill  but  provide  that  such  distribu¬ 
tion  shall  be  by  purchases  from,  rather  than  allocations  to,  such 
countries. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that  in  establishing  quotas  for 
the  period  January  1,  1961,  through  March  31,  1961,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  will  establish  a  quota  for  each  area  or  country  of  one- 
fourth  the  quota  which  each  country  or  area  would  have  received  had 
the  act  been  extended  in  its  present  terms  for  1  calendar  year. 

As  part  of  the  understanding  reached  by  the  conferees,  it  was  agreed 
that  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  would  undertake  to  pass  a 
sugar  bill  an  d  transmit  same  to  the  Senate  on  the  earliest  possible  date 
after  the  reconvening  of  the  House  in  August. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

Carl  Albert, 

Clark  W.  Thompson, 
Charles  B.  Hoeven, 

Page  Belcher, 

Clifford  G.  McIntire, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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Sec.  2.  Sections  4-501  (c)  and  6412(d)  ( relating  to  the  termination 
and  refund  oj  taxes  on  sugar )  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  oj  1954  o.re 
amended  by  sinking  out  “  June  30,  1961”  in  each  'place  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “ September  30,  1961” . 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  Sec.  3.;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment 
and  on  page  2,  line  20,  of  the  House  bill  strike  out  “December  31, 
1961”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  March  31,  1961 ;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment  insert  and  for  the  three-month  period  ending  March  31 , 1961 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  Sec.  4 . ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley 
W.  R.  Poage, 

Carl  Albert, 

Clark  TV.  Thompson, 

Charles  B.  Hoeven, 

Page  Belcher, 

Clifford  G.  McIntire, 
Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 
Russell  B.  Long, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

W  allace  F.  Bennett, 
Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF 

THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  12311)  to  extend  for  1  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report: 

The  amendments  made  by  the  Senate  had  the  effect  of  making 
two  major  changes  in  the  House  bill: 

(1)  They  limited  the  effect  of  the  bill  to  the  calendar  year  1960 
only;  and 

(2)  They  changed  from  mandatory  to  permissive  the  direc¬ 
tions  contained  in  subparagraphs  (i),  (ii),  and  (iii)  for  foreign 
distribution  of  any  reductions  in  Cuban  quotas  made  pursuant 
to  the  bill. 

The  effect  of  the  agreement  reached  by  the  conferees  and  embodied 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  is  to — - 

(1)  Extend  the  Sugar  Act  and  the  authority  conferred  on  the 
President  by  this  bill  through  March  31,  1961,  and; 

(2)  Retain  the  mandatory  character  of  the  distribution  to 
foreign  countries  of  the  House  bill  but  provide  that  such  distribu¬ 
tion  shall  be  by  purchases  from,  rather  than  allocations  to,  such 
countries. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that  in  establishing  quotas  for 
the  period  January  1,  1961,  through  March  31,  1961,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  will  establish  a  quota  for  each  area  or  country  of  one- 
fourth  the  quota  which  each  country  or  area  would  have  received  had 
the  act  been  extended  in  its  present  terms  for  1  calendar  year. 

As  part  of  the  understanding  reached  by  the  conferees,  it  was  agreed 
that  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  would  undertake  to  pass  a 
sugar  bill  and  transmit  same  to  the  Senate  on  the  earliest  possible  date 
after  the  reconvening  of  the  House  in  August. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

Carl  Albert, 

Clark  W.  Thompson, 
Charles  B.  Hoeven, 

Page  Belcher, 

Clifford  G.  McIntire, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SELECT  COM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS  TO 

FILE  REPORT  WITH  SECRETARY 

OF  THE  SENATE 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Small  Business  be  authorized, 
during  the  recess  of  the  Congress  be¬ 
tween  the  dates  July  2,  1960,  and  August 
8,  1960,  to  file  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  a  report  entitled  “Impact  of  Im¬ 
ports  on  Small  Business,”  together  with 
individual  views  and  appendix,  if  any.j 
and  that  the  report  be  printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOtfSE 

A  message  from  the  House/6f  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  MaurerVone  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  Mat  the  House 
had  passed,  without  amendment,  the 
following  bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  2674.  An  act  to  authorize  the  acquisition 
of  certain  lands  for  addition  to  Harpers  Ferry. 
National  Monument,  ^nd  for  other  purposes; 
and 

S.  3247.  An  act  \/>  amend  the  act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  9,  1959  (7Jr  Stat.  473) ,  to  provide  that 
payment  for  the  lands  covered  by  such  act 
may  be  made  /5n  a  deferred  basis. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  the  bill  (S.  2932)  to 
amend  ^Section  3568  of  title  18,  United 
States/Code,  to  provide  for  reducing  sen¬ 
tences  of  imprisonment  imposed  upon 
pepdons  held  in  custody  for  want  of  bail 


while  awaiting  tri 
in  custody,  with 
it  requested  tile 
.  Senate. 

EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  H.R.  12311. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R.  12311) 
to  extend  for  1  year  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill.  , 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  pending  at  the  desk  certain  amend¬ 
ments,  which  I  may  state. 

The  first  one  is  an  amendment  to  the 
title,  which  probably  should  be  stated 
last,  but  it  would  strike  out  the  words 
“extend  for  one  year”  and  insert  the 
word  “amend.” 

That  is  an  attempt  to  keep  it  to  1960. 

It  would  then,  on  page  1,  strike  out, 
beginning  on  line  3,  everything  on  that 
page,  and  over,  on  page  2,  strike  out 
everything  through  line  17. 

On  page  2,  line  18,  it  would  strike 
“Sec.  5”  and  insert  “That.” 


On  page  2,  line  21,  it  would  strike 

1961“  and  insert  “1960.” 

On  page  3,  lines  3  and  4,  it  would  strike 

and  for  calendar  year  1961.” 

On  page  4,  lines  15  and  16,  it  would 
strike  “shall  be  allocated  to  or”  and  in¬ 
sert  “may.” 

On  page  5,  line  4,  it  would  strike  the 
numeral  “6”  and  insert  the  numeral 
“2”  following  the  word  “section.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  offer  those  as  amendments  to 
the  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Those  are  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  bill. 

The  bill  extends  the  act  for  1  year, 
1960,  for  it  requires  that  there  be  passed 
during  the  time  when  we  are  back  in 
session  in  August,  the  extension  of  the 
Sugar  Act. 

It  would  grant  the  President  full 
power,  whether  Congress  is  in  session  or 
not,  to  establish  a  sugar  quota  for  Cuba 
for  the  remainder  of  1960  at  such  levels 
as  the  President  may  from  time  to  time 
believe  to  be  in  the  national  interest. 

There  are  some  additional  provisions 
in  the  House  bill.  If  Senators  desire  to 
discuss  them,  I  shall  be  glad  to  do  so,  but 
if  it  is  desired  to  get  a  sugar  bill  enacted 
before  we  recess,  this  is  the  only  way  to 
do  it. 

This  proposal  will  grant  to  a  number 
of  countries,  including  Panama  and 
others  I  cannot  now  recall,  10,000  short 
tons  instead  of  the  present  provision, 
which  gives  them  3,000  tons.  It  provides 
that  after  that  is  done  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines  shall  have  15  percent  of 
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any  additional  amount  that  is  saved,  if 
I  may  use  that  term,  by  reduction  of  the 
Cuban  quota. 

It  then  provides  that  the  President  may 
purchase  whatever  is  remaining  from 
some  other  foreign  countries;  but  this 
does  not  become  permanent  or  an  al¬ 
locable  right  for  the  future. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  the  bill  quote  the 
price  which  may  be  paid  to  other 
countries? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  in  mind  the  coun¬ 
try  of  Brazil,  which  has  had  a  surplus  of 
sugar.  If  it  were  deemed  necessary  or 
feasible  to  purchase  any  of  the  sugar 
from  Brazil  to  make  up  what  was  not 
coming  from  Cuba,  would  Brazil  get  the 
world  market  price  or  the  price  paid  to 
the  other  countries? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  There  is  no  provi¬ 
sion  as  to  exact  price  other  than  the  pro¬ 
vision  that  the  President  may  do  the 
purchasing.  I  would  think  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  having  had  a  little  experience  with 
the  purchasing  of  sugar,  would  have  to 
meet  the  Cuban  price  in  the  case  of  a 
country  like  Brazil,  and  not  buy  it  at  the 
world  price.  That,  however,  is  a  matter 
for  the  President. 

There  are  floating  the  world  probably 
500,000  tons  of  sugar  that  could  be  picked 
up  if  there  was  a  shortage  as  a  result  of 
a  reduction  of  Cuban  sugar.  I  imagine 
the  President  would  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  do  the  purchas¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Brazil  alone  has  500,000 
tons  surplus,  if  we  decided  to  buy  it 
there,  but  it  would  be  a  rather  severe 
blow  to  our  foreign  policy  if  we  were 
to  pay  3  cents  a  pound  in  the  Dominican 
Republic  and  in  other  countries  2  cents. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  matter  of  han¬ 
dling  foreign  policy  is  within  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  President.  I  am  quite  sure 
the  President  would  not  permit  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  do  something  to 
disturb  our  foreign  policy. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Then  the  President 
would  have  full  authority  to  pay  the 
same  price,  in  purchasing,  let  us  say, 
from  Brazil,  as  he  would  have  to  pay  to 
the  Latin  American  countries  with 
quotas? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  President 
would  have  authority  to  purchase  at  a 
price  he  deemed  proper. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
certainly  knows  the  whole  agricultural 
field  well,  both  from  his  service  on  the 
committees  of  the  Congress  and  from  his 
service  as  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Does  the  Senator  think  it  is  more  imr 
portant  to  enact  sugar  legislation  at  this 
time  than  to  enact  wheat  legislation? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  has  asked  me  a 
strange  question.  I  can  only  say  that  I 
was  not  enthusiastic  about  the  resolution 
of  the  Finance  Committee.  I  cast  a  vote 


against  it.  However,  I  think  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  give  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  authority  to  deal  with  the 
sugar  situation.  I  recognize  that  the 
bill  is  now  in  a  shape  which  is  not  the 
final  shape  I  should  like  to  see  it  in,  but 
I  know  of  no  other  way  we  can  grant  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  the 
authority  he  wishes  to  have,  which  I 
think  he  needs. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  yesterday  I  presented  to  the 
Senate  and  there  has  been  printed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  H.R.  12311.  It 
is  an  amendment  which  would  add  to  the 
sugar  bill  the  wheat  bill  which  was 
passed  by  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  with  some  modifications  in  the 
percentage  of  parity  support,  the  per¬ 
centage  of  acreage  to  be  withdrawn,  and 
the  payment  in  kind. 

The  Senate  passed  the  bill  providing 
for  a  75-percent  loan,  while  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  offer  would  have  provided  77 
percent.  The  reduction  in  acreage  was 
20  percent  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
Senate,  and  I  proposed  22  percent.  The 
Senate-passed  bill  proposed  a  50-percent 
payment  in  kind,  and  I  proposed  a  55- 
percent  payment  in  kind. 

All  three  of  those  provisions  are  a 
step  or  a  move  in  the  direction  of  the 
bill  which  seemed  to  have  favor  with  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  in  the  House 
of  Representatives.  In  all  other  re¬ 
spects,  the  bill  is  identical  with  the  bill 
which  passed  the  Senate. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  House  wishes 
to  hold  to  a  firm  position  with  respect  to 
its  approach  to  the  sugar  situation,  pos¬ 
sibly  the  Senate  ought  to  give  the  House 
an  opportunity  to  pass  on  a  wheat  bill. 

I  will  say  further  that  the  wheat  bill 
which  was  passed  by  the  Senate  almost 
passed  the  House.  In  the  House,  when 
a  motion  to  recommit  was  made,  the 
Senate-passed  bill  was  defeated  by  only 
16  votes.  The  vote  was  211  to  195.  A 
change  of  nine  votes  would  have  meant 
we  would  have  had  wheat  legislation. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  re¬ 
luctant  to  state  that  it  is  more  important 
to  pass  sugar  legislation  than  to  pass 
wheat  legislation,  especially  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  farmers  in  soft  wheat 
areas  will,  before  long,  be  making  their 
plantings  and  planning  for,  their  next 
crop.  If  the  House-passed  sugar  bill  is 
to  be  presented  and  considered  at  this 
time,  it  seems  to  me  we  should  consider 
the  amendment  which  has  been  printed, 
which  was  filed  yesterday,  dealing  with 
wheat. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  say  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  first,  that  the  House 
did  not  try  to  pass  the  same  bill  which 
the  Senate  passed.  Therefore,  if  we  send 
this  bill  to  the  House  with  the  wheat 
amendment  added  to  it,  we  will  give 
many  Members  of  the  House,  who  are 
anxious  to  “do  it  in,”  an  opportunity  to 
kill  the  sugar  bill.  That  would  not  be 
the  worst  disaster,  from  my  standpoint, 
so  far  as  my  own  individual  State  is  con¬ 
cerned,  but  the  President  of  the  United 
States  has  indicated  to  the  Congress  that 
he  wishes  to  have  authority  to  deal  with 
the  Cuban  situation.  I  think  it  is  far 
more  important  to  give  to  the  President 
the  authority  which  he  has  asked  for. 
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even  if  we  do  not  like  the  sugar  bill  pro¬ 
visions,  than  to  load  the  bill  with  amend¬ 
ments  which  might  be  offensive  to  the 
whole  program. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Does  the 
Senator  believe  that  if  we  take  up  gen¬ 
eral  sugar  legislation  when  we  return 
in  August  there  will  be  any  opportunity 
at  that  time  to  give  consideration  to  the 
wheat  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  able  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  is  far  more  competent  to  pass 
on  that  question  than  I.  I  hope  many 
things  may  be  considered  in  August.  I 
would  certainly  not  wish  to  make  any 
commitment  as  to  what  the  fine  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  will 
do. 

When  the  Sugar  Act  extension  is  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate — and  there  must  be  one 
in  August — I  think  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  would  be  well  within  his 
rights  to  offer  a  wheat  amendment  at 
that  time.  The  necessity  for  dealing  with 
the  Cuban  situation  will  have  passed  by 
that  time. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  for  the  purpose  of 
asking  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  the 
amendment  which  I  propose  to  offer? 
I  shall  not  offer  it  as  an  amendment  at 
this  time,  but  I  should  like  to  have  it 
printed  in  the  Record  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  that  may  be 
done. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

TITLE  I - PRICE  SUPPORT  AND  ALLOTMENTS 

Sec.  101.  Title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  sections : 

“Sec.  107.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each 
of  the  1961,  1962,  and  1963  crops  of  wheat 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  section.  The  support  price  for 
each  such  crop  shall  be  77  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  therefor.  Price  support 
under  the  foregoing  provision  of  this  section 
shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators, 
only  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area,  and  only  if  producers  have  not  dis¬ 
approved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop.  In 
case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  price 
support  to  cooperators  shall  be  as  provided 
in  section  101(d)  (3). 

“(b)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for 
the  particular  crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  any 
such  crop,  and  any  other  commodity  pro¬ 
duced  on  a  farm  to  which  a  wheat  marketing 
quota  is  applicable  and  in  the  calendar  year 
in  which  wheat  of  any  such  crop  is  normally 
harvested,  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support 
only  if — 

"(1)  the  farm  is  in  compliance  with  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop; 

“(2)  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  the  production  of  nonconserving  crops  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  which  would 
normally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar  year 
in  which  such  wheat  crop  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  does  not  exceed  the  total  average 
annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the 
production  of  such  nonconserving  crops  for 
harvest  in  1958  and  1959,  less  an  acreage  equal 
to  22  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop  of  wheat  which  would 
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be  in  effect  for  the  farm  except  for  the  reduc¬ 
tion  thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c)  (2) 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended;  and 

“(3)  the  producers  on  the  farm  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary — 

“(i)  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  the  22  per  centum  reduction  in  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  required  under  sec¬ 
tion  334(e)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  par¬ 
ticular  crop  of  wheat,  and 

"(ii)  do  not  produce  any  crop  thereon 
which  is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  particular  crop  of  wheat 
is  normally  harvested  and  do  not  graze  such 
acreage  during  such  year. 

A  farm  shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  if 
no  crop  not  subject  to  acreage  allotments  is 
produced  on  the  farm  for  harvest,  and  the 
farm  is  in  compliance  with  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments.  In  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  acreage 
of  such  nonconserving  crops  for  harvest  in 
1958  and  1959  may  be  adjusted  to  the  extent 
the  Secretary  determines  appropriate  for 
abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop  rotation  practices  for  the  farm,  changes 
in  the  constitution  of  the  farm,  participa¬ 
tion  in  soil  bank  or  Great  Plains  programs, 
or  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  re¬ 
lating  to  release  and  reapportionment  or 
preservation  of  history,  and  such  other  fac¬ 
tors  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate. 
For  the  purposes  of  eligibility  for  price  sup¬ 
port  a  producer  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have 
violated  any  of  the  foregoing  conditions  un¬ 
less  the  producer  knowingly  violated  such 
condition,  but  the  Secretary  may  provide  by 
regulation  for  adjusting  any  payment  in  kind 
under  subsection  (c)  or  (d)  on  account  of 
any  violation  of  any  such  condition  or  any 
other  condition  of  eligibility  for  such  pay¬ 
ment.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a 
wheat  marketing  quota  shall  not  be  deemed 
to  be  applicable  to  any  farm  exempt  from 
wheat  marketing  quotas  under  item  (7)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (7) )  or  exempt  from 
wheat  marketing  penalties  under  section 
335(f)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1335  (f ) ) . 

"(c)  Producers  of  wheat  meeting  the  fore¬ 
going  conditions  of  eligibility  for  price  sup¬ 
port  for  any  calendar  year  shall  be  entitled 
for  such  year  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind 
from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 
equal  in  value  to  55  per  centum  of  the  aver¬ 
age  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per 
harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three 
years  immediately  preceding  the  year  for 
which  the  designation  is  made,  adjusted  for 
abnormal  weather  conditions  and  as  deter¬ 
mined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  multiplied  by  the  number  of  des¬ 
ignated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be  marketed 
without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be 
made  by  the  issuance  of  a  negotiable  certifi¬ 
cate  which  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the 
value  of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  shall 
have  a  value  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels 
determined  as  aforesaid  multiplied  by  the 
basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for 
number  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  year  for  which  the  acreage  is 
designated  and  for  the  county  in  which  the 
designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat 
redeemable  for  such  certificate  shall  be 
valued  at  the  market  price  thereof  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulation  for 
the  sharing  of  a  certificate  among  producers 
on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis. 
The  acreage  designated  under  this  section 
shall  be  in  addition  to  any  acreage  devoted 
to  the  conservation  reserve  program. 


"(d)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for 
the  1961  crop  of  wheat  and  the  producers 
on  the  farm  agree  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  subsection  (b)  for  1961,  1962,  and  1963, 
and,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary — 

"(1)  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  not  less  than  22  per  centum  nor 
more  than  100  per  centum  of  the  acreage 
allotment  which  would  be  in  effect  for  the 
farm  for  the  1961  crop  of  wheat  except  for 
the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  do  not  produce 
any  crop  thereon  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  years  1961,  1962,  and 
1963  and  do  not  graze  such  acreage  during 
such  years,  but  devote  such  acreage  to  soil 
and  water  conserving  uses; 

“(2)  reduce  the  number  of  acres  so-  des¬ 
ignated  the  acreage  of  wheat  on  the  farm 
in  each  such  year  below  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  which  would  be  in  effect  for  the  farm 
for  such  year  except  for  the  reduction  there¬ 
of  as  provided  in  section  334(c)(2)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended;  and 

“(3)  reduce  by  the  number  of  acres  so 
designated  the  acreage  of  nonconserving 
crops  on  the  farm  in  each  such  calendar  year 
below  the  average  annnal  acreage  on  the 
farm  devoted  to  the  production  of  such  non¬ 
conserving  crops  for  harvest  for'  1958  and 
1959  adjusted  as  provided  in  subsection  (b), 
such  producers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat 
payment  in  kind,  in  lieu  of  the  payment  pro¬ 
vided  by  subsection  (c),  for  each  such  year 
from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 
equal  in  value  to  55  per  centum  of  the  aver¬ 
age  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per 
harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three 
years  1958  through  1960,  adjusted  for  ab¬ 
normal  weather  conditions  and  as  determined 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  designated 
acres.  Such  wheat  may  be  marketed  with¬ 
out  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be  made 
by  the  issuance  of  a  negotiable  certificate 
which  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall 
redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the  value 
of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  shall  have 
a  value  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  de¬ 
termined  as  aforesaid  multiplied  by  the  basic 
county  support  rate  per  bushel  for  number 
one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested  in 
the  year  for  which  the  payment  is  made  and 
for  the  county  in  which  the  designated  acre¬ 
age  is  located.  The  wheat  redeemable  for 
such  certificate  shall  be  valued  at  the  market 
price  thereof  as  determined  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Secretary 
shall  provide  by  regulation  for  the  sharing  of 
a  certificate  among  producers  on  the  farm  on 
a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  The  share  of  any 
producer  in  certificates  issued  under  this 
subsection  with  respect  to  any  year  and  with 
respect  to  all  farms  in  which  he  has  an  in¬ 
terest,  based  on  the  face  value  of  the  certifi¬ 
cates,  shall  not  exceed  the  greater  of  (1) 
$10,000,  or  (2)  such  producer’s  share  of  pay¬ 
ments  made  under  this  subsection  for  acre¬ 
age  required  to  be  designated  either  in  1961 
or  in  such  year  as  a  condition  of  price  sup¬ 
port.  If  such  producers  fail  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  this  subsection  for  all 
or  any  part  of  the  three  year  period,  such 
producers  shall  forfeit  or  refund  in  cash  all 
or  such  part  of  the  payments  provided  for  by 
this  subsection  as  the  Secretary  determines 
to  be  fair  and  equitable  and  prescribes  by 
regulation.  The  acreage  on  any  farm  which 
is  determined  under  regulations  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  have  been  diverted  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  by  reason  of  designation  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  considered  acreage 
devoted  to  wheat  for  the  purposes  of  es¬ 
tablishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
acreage  allotments  under  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  In  ap¬ 
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plying  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7 
U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and  section  326(b)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1326(b)),  relating  to  re¬ 
duction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  that 
part  of  the  acreage  designated  under  this 
subsection  in  excess  of  the  22  per  centum 
reduction  required  under  section  334(c)  (2) 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
on  any  farm  shall  be  regarded  as  wheat  acre¬ 
age  on  the  farm  of  normal  production  as  that 
term  is  defined  in  section  301(b)  (9)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301(b)(9)). 

“Sec.  108.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  or  107  of  this  Act  or  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  if  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved 
for  the  1961  crop  of  wheat,  the  level  of 
price  support  to  cooperators  and  nonco¬ 
operators  for  the  1961  crop  and  each  subse¬ 
quent  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  50  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  of  wheat  and  no  national 
marketing  quota  or  acreage  allotment  shall 
be  proclaimed  with  respect  to  any  subse¬ 
quent  crop  of  wheat:  Provided,  That  if  price 
support  at  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
is  in  effect  under  this  section  the  current 
price  support  for  wheat,  for  the  purposes 
of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  determined  on 
the  basis  of  a  price  support  level  for  wheat 
of  77  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.” 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended,  effective  beginning  with  the  1961 
crop  of  wheat,  to  read  as  follows: 

“(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted 
to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the 
farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double 
the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  estab¬ 
lished  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the 
time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm. 
If  such  actual  production  is  so  established 
the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  such 
actual  production  less  the  actual  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  Actual 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per 
harvested  acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  number  of  acres  constituting 
the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining 
the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre 
of  wheat  and  the  actual  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized  for  feed 
without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed, 
or  available  for  such  utilization  at  the  time 
the  actual  production  is  determined,  shall 
be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the  pro¬ 
duction  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be 
appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  such  pro¬ 
duction  included  in  the  actual  production 
of  wheat  on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall  include  all  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self- 
seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  any  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior 
to  harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended, 
effective  beginning  with  the  1961  crop  of 
wheat,  to  read  as  follows: 
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"(2)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which 
quotas  are  in  effect,  the  producer  shall  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat.  The  rate  of  the  penalty 
shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.” 

(c)  Item  (3)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended, 
effective  beginning  with  the  1961  crop  of 
wheat,  to  read  as  follows: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat 
shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing, 
and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the 
normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage.  If 
the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed  is 
adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production,  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed 
on  the  basis  of  double  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  and  as  computed  on  actual  production 
shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer 
or  a  corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the 
amount  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  if 
the  producer  elects  to  make  such  delivery. 
The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat 
for  the  farm  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to 
him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to  the 
Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within 
such  time  as  may  be  determined  under  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  the  pen¬ 
alty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by 
the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  hereunder  shall  become  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  United  States  and  shall  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes 
in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or 
in  such  other  manner  as  he  shall  determine 
will  divert  it  from  the  normal  channels  of 
trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(7)),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

‘‘(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for 
such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota 
on  the  1961  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat 
shall  be  applicable  to — 

“(i)  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of 
wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  twelve 
acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres 
planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in 
the  calendar  years  1956,  1957,  1958,  1959,  or 
I960;  and 

“(ii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is 
planted  if  any  of  the  producers  who  share 
in  the  wheat  produced  on  such  farm  share 
in  the  wheat  produced  on  any  other  farm.” 

(e)  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1340(12)),  is  repealed,  effective  beginning 
with  the  1961  crop  of  wheat. 

(f)  Section  326(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amend¬ 
ed,  effective  beginning  with  the  1961  crop  of 
wheat,  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  If  a  farm  is  in  compliance  with  its 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
and  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  is  less  than  the  normal 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  an  amount  equal  to  the  deficiency 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  from 
wheat  of  previous  crops  stored  by  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  to  postpone  the  payment 
of  marketing  quota  penalties.” 

Sec.  103.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting 
"(1)”  after  “(c)”  and  adding  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  (2)  following  subparagraph  (c) 
( 1 )  to  read  as  follows : 

"(2)  Nothwithstandlng  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  each  old  or  new  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  the  1961  and  subsequent  crops 
of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a 


minimum  national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty- 
five  million  acres  shall  be  reduced  by  22  per 
centum.  In  the  event  notices  of  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  for  the  1961  crop  of  wheat 
have  been  mailed  to  farm  operators  prior -to 
the  effective  date  of  this  subparagraph  (2) 
new  notices  showing  the  required  reduction 
shall  be  mailed  to  farm  operators  as  soon  as 
practicable.” 

(b)  Section  334(e)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(e)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat, 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  production 
of  any  kind  of  wheat  will  be  inadequate  to 
provide  a  sufficient  quantity  of  that  kind  of 
wheat  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the 
wheat  acreage  allotment  (and  the  number  of 
acres  which  may  be  planted  under  item  (7) 
(i)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  without  making  a  farm  marketing 
quota  applicable  to  the  farm)  for  such  crop 
for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  which  has 
produced  such  wheat  for  commercial  food 
products  during  one  or  more  of  the  five  years 
immediately  preceding  the  year  in  which 
such  crop  is  harvested,  shall  be  increased  by 
such  uniform  percentage  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  for  such  quantity.  No  in¬ 
crease  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection 
in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  any  farm 
(or  in  the  acreage  which  may  be  planted 
without  making  a  farm  marketing  quota  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  farm)  for  any  crop  if  any 
kind  of  wheat  other  than  that  for  which  the 
increase  is  made  is  planted  on  such  farm 
for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat  acre¬ 
age  allotments  authorized  by  this  subsection 
shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National,  State, 
and  county  wheat  acreage  allotments,  and 
such  increases  shall  not  be  considered  in 
establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
allotments.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(6) ),  and  section  326(b)  of  this 
Act,  relating  to  the  reduction  of  the  storage 
amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the  allotment 
for  the  farm  established  without  regard  to 
this  subsection  and  not  to  the  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection,  except  that 
any  farm  in  compliance  with  its  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
considered  in  compliance  with  its  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  the  purposes  of  said  section 
326(b).  Any  farm  receiving  an  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection  shall  be  ex¬ 
cused  from  complying  with  clauses  (2)  and 
(3)  of  section  107(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  to  the  extent  deemed  appropriate  by 
the  Secretary  to  provide  for  the  increase  in 
allotment  under  this  subsection,  and  no 
farm  on  which  acreage  is  designated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  107(b)(3)  or  107(d)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  in  a  greater  amount 
than  required  as  a  condition  of  price  support 
for  any  crop  shall  be  eligible  for  an  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection  for  such 
crop.” 

(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  “and  shall 
not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to 
the  1961  and  subsequent  crops;”. 

(d)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance 
of  any  proclamation  of  any  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  wheat  and  July  25  of  the 
year  in  which  the  proclamation  is  made  the 
Secretary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by 
secret  ballot  to  determine  whether  farmers 
favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eligi¬ 
ble  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be 
farmers  who  were  engaged  in  the  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally  harvested 
in  the  calendar  year  immediately  preceding 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum 
is  held  on  a  farm  in  the  commercial  wheat- 
producing  area  for  such  crop  and  on  which 
more  than  twelve  acres  was  planted  to  wheat 
of  such  crop  if  such  crop  was  the  1961,  1962, 
or  1963  crop,  or  on  which  more  than  fifteen 
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acres  was  planted  to  wheat  of  such  crop  if 
such  crop  was  any  crop  other  than  the  1961, 
1962,  or  1963  crop.  Any  acreage  considered 
as  being  devoted  to  wheat  in  establishing 
future  allotments  under  applicable  provi¬ 
sions  of  law  shall  be  considered  as  wheat- 
producing  acreage  for  the  purpose  of  deter¬ 
mining  eligibility  to  vote.  If  the  Secretary 
determines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  oppose 
such  quota  he  shall  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  such  quota  by  proclamation  suspend 
the  operation  of  the  national  marketing 
quotas  with  respect  to  wheat.” 

(e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting 
the  second  sentence  thereof. 

(f)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  335 
are  hereby  repealed  and  subsection  (d)  of 
said  section  is  repealed  effective  beginning 
with  the  1961  crop  of  wheat. 

(g)  The  first  proviso  of  section  377  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Provided,  That  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  1960  crop”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "Provided,  That  beginning 
with  the  1964  crop  in  the  case  of  wheat  and 
the  1960  crop  in  the  case  of  any  other  com¬ 
modity”. 

Sec.  104.  Section  101(d)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by— 

(A)  striking  out  paragraph  (5);  and 

(B)  amending  paragraph  (7)  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(7)  No  price  support  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  which  acreage 
allotments  are  not  in  effect  and  no  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  for  any  crop 
of  wheat  in  any  State  designated  under  sec¬ 
tion  335(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  as  outside  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area  for  such 
crop.”. 

TITLE  IT - AMENDMENTS  TO  GREAT  PLAINS 

PROGRAM 

Sec.  201.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (b)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(3)  insofar  as  the  acreage  of  cropland  on 
any  farm  enter  into  the  determination  of 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  the  cropland  acreage  on 
the  farm  shall  not  be  decreased  during  the 
period  of  any  contract  heretofore  or  hereafter 
entered  into  under  this  subsection  by  reason 
of  any  action  taken  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  such  contract  and,  under  regulations 
of  the  Secretary,  shall  not  be  decreased,  for 
such  period  after  the  expiration  of  the  con¬ 
tract  as  is  equal  to  the  period  of  the  contract, 
by  reason  of  the  the  maintenance  of  any 
change  in  land  use  from  cultivated  cropland 
to  permanent  vegetation  carried  out  under 
the  contract;” 

(2)  Paragraph  (4)  of  subsection  (b)  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(4)  the  acreage  on  any  farm  which  is  de¬ 
termined  under  regulations  of  the  Secretary 
to  have  been  diverted  from  the  production 
of  any  commodity  subject  to  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  or  marketing  quotas  in  order  to  carry 
out  any  contract  heretofore  or  hereafter  en¬ 
tered  into  under  the  program  or  in  order  to 
maintain,  for  such  period  after  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  contract  as  is  equal  tb  the  period 
of  the  contract,  any  change  in  land  use  from 
cultivated  cropland  to  permanent  vegetation 
carried  out  under  the  contract  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  acreage  devoted  to  the  commodity 
for  the  purposes  of  establishing  future  State, 
county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments  under 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended;”. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
yield? 
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Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
a  couple  of  questions,  inasmuch  as  the 
amendments  were  not  printed. 

Is  it  the  intent  of  the  amendments  that 
the  bill  shall  contain  powers  granted  to 
the  President  for  the  calendar  year  1960 
to  deal  with  the  Cuban  situation,  but  not 
to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  beyond  its  pres¬ 
ent  expiration  date? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  stated  the  situation  cor¬ 
rectly.  There  are  some  additional  pro¬ 
visions. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  understand. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Those  relate  to  the 
1960  situation,  for  the  Philippines  and 
some  other  countries. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  understand. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  stated  the  purpose  of  the 
amendments  correctly. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  yielding  to  me.  I  shall  not  take  a 
great  deal  of  time.  I  merely  wish  to  say 
that  I  believe  the  Senate  should  insist 
upon  the  right  to  legislate  on  the  sugar 
problem.  I  hope  the  other  body  will  send 
us  a  bill  before  the  closing  days  of  the 
August  session. 

Mr.  MORSE  and  Mr.  BENNETT  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  floor  in  my  own  right. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  should  be  happy 
to  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Is  it  not  correct  to 
say  that  the  bill  which  came  from  the 
House  would  attempt  to  deal  with  al¬ 
locating  quotas  for  next  year,  and  that 
the  compromise  now  being  presented  to 
the  Senate  would  deal  only  with  the  al¬ 
location  of  the  deficit  which  might  re¬ 
sult  from  action  taken  by  the  President 
in  cutting  off  imports  from  Cuba? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  What  we  attempt 
to  do  is  to  provide  some  limitation  under 
which  the  President  must  allocate  or 
must  purchase  sugar  to  make  up  the 
deficit  which  may  result  if  we  cut  off 
imports  from  Cuba? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  I  would 
rather  have  the  Senator  use  the  termi¬ 
nology  under  which  the  President  may 
purchase  sugar,  rather  than  allocate  it. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  President  may 
purchase  sugar. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  There  is  a  deter¬ 
mination  as  to  the  proportion  the  Presi¬ 
dent  may  purchase. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  We  shall  return  in 
August  and  deal  with  the  question  of 
the  allocation  of  quotas,  domestic,  and 
foreign,  for  the  fiscal  year  1961,  and  pos¬ 
sibly  for  future  years. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  think  this  is  a 
very  good  compromise.  I  represent  a 


State  which  I  think  has  at  least  the 
fifth  largest  beet  sugar  acreage,  some 
80,000  acres,  and  I  believe  this  com¬ 
promise  for  the  rest  of  the  year  1960 
should  be  agreed  to. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Would  this  provi¬ 
sion  apply  to  other  countries  outside  of 
Cuba,  so  far  as  quotas  are  concerned? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  There  would  be 
some  change  outside  of  -Cuba  under  the 
House  bill.  It  provides  that  five  of  the 
very  small  countries  will  be  given  an 
increase  from  3,000  to  10,000  tons.  That 
was  provided  in  the  House  bill.  There  is 
a  provision  for  the  Philippines. 

In  a  general  sense,  the  Senator  is 
correct.  There  is  no  real  change,  ex¬ 
cept  as  savings  are  to  be  made  because 
of  the  Cuban  reduction. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Following  up  the 
question  asked  by  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont,  would  this  apply  to  new  countries, 
that  is,  countries  now  not  under  the 
quota  system?  Could  it  apply  to  them? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  President  is 
allowed  to  buy  from  the  countries  hav¬ 
ing  quotas.  Then  there  is  language  that 
if  additional  amounts  of  sugar  are  re¬ 
quired  the  President  may  authorize  the 
purchase  of  such  amounts  from  any 
foreign  country,  witho.ut  allocation. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  At  his  discretion? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  It  is  in  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  President. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  should  like  to  make 
a  brief  statement  with  respect  to  the 
Sugar  Act.  I  had  a  great  deal  to  do 
with  the  resolution  which  was  offered 
yesterday  and  which  was  amended  today 
before  it  was  sent  over  to  the  House  and 
then  rejected.  The  language  of  that 
resolution  was  largely  taken  from  page 
3  of  the  bill,  so  the  language  we  are 
sending  over  to  the  House  is  the  ap¬ 
proximate  language  that  we  would  have 
sent  over  if  we  had  not  stricken  it  out 
of  our  own  resolution  before  it  went  over, 
with  the  exception  of  the  priorities  set 
up  in  limiting  the  right  of  the  President 
to  acquire  sugar  to  make  up  any  deficit 
created  by  any  action  with  respect  to 
Cuba. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  is  perfectly 
willing  to  accept  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  as  the  best 
kind  of  solution  we  can  get  under  the 
circumstances,  but  he  wishes  to  make 
perfectly  clear  that  in  making  this  de¬ 
cision,  we  are  giving  up  the  sugar  bill 
we  had  before  us,  and  we  are  making 
it  necessary  for  the  House  to  act  again 
on  another  sugar  bill  before  the  Senate 
acts,  or  for  the  Senate  to  attach  sugar 
legislation  on  some  bill  that  may  come 
to  us  from  the  Ways  and  Means  Com¬ 
mittee  rather  than  from  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
yield? 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  Before  I  yield.  I 
wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Utah 
that  I  subscribe  to  what  he  has  said.  I 
recognize  the  situation  in  which  the  ac¬ 
tion  proposed  would  put  the  Senate, 
and  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Utah 
that  it  would  be  an  undesirable  posi¬ 
tion.  The  Senator  from  Utah  asked  me 
a  number  of  times  for  assurances  that  I 
was  unable  to  give  him.  I  am  informed 
that  there  are  now  on  the  Senate  Cal¬ 
endar  measures  pertaining  to  revenue 
that  originated  in  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  that  have  passed  the 
House,  and  have  been  reported  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee,  and  if  in 
the  wisdom  of  that  committee  they  de¬ 
cide  that  they  wish  to  evolve  a  sugar 
bill  when  we  return  in  August,  they 
could  offer  whatever  bill  the  committee 
reported  as  an  amendment  to  Order  No. 
1679,  H.R.  9962 - 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Or  any  other 
measure. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  There  are 
two  or  three  measures.  There  are  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  1820,  H  R.  5054,  Calendar  No. 
1678,  H.R.  10,  Calendar  No.  1679,  H.R. 
8662,  and  Calendar  No.  1638.  I  do  not 
think  the  Senate  has  given  up  the  right 
to  legislate  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we 
have  these  bills  on  the  calendar  and  in 
view  of  the  parliamentary  situation. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  If  the  leader  has 
checked  with  the  House  so  that  we  in  the 
Senate  may  be  sure  that  if  we  add  a 
sugar  bill  to  one  of  the  bills  which  the 
Senator  from  Texas  cited  to  us,  and  send 
it  back  to  the  House,  the  House  would 
not  then  rule  it  out  of  order  because  it 
was  not  attached  to  a  bill  that  originated 
in  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  that 
is  some  assurance.  That  is  the  point 
that  worries  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  We  have 
bills  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
too,  I  am  informed,  which  we  could  add 
to  a  House  bill,  and  that  would  be  in 
order. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  With  this  legislative 
history,  I  think  members  of  the  Finance 
Committee  could  go  to  work  on  a  sugar 
bill  as  soon  as  they  return  in  August  and 
at  least  be  prepared  when  we  find  a 
suitable  vehicle  to  carry  the  proposed 
legislation. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  certainly 
hope  that  what  the  Senator  from  Utah 
states  would  be  the  case. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  would  assume  that 
the  majority  leader  would  work  with  the 
committee  to  make  it  possible. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  may  be  sure  of  my  co¬ 
operation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  knows  that  I  am  not  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Finance  Committee,  and  there¬ 
fore  could  not  have  the  grasp  of  this 
legislation  which  the  Senator  has.  I 
would  like  to  have  him  advise  me,  how¬ 
ever,  if  I  am  correct  in  my  understand¬ 
ing  that,  unless  the  President  is  given 
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the  power  he  has  requested,  during  the 
interim  between  now  and  the  return  of 
Congress  it  might  well  be  that  two  things 
would  happen: 

First,  that  from  Cuban  sources  there 
might  be  sent  to  this  country — and  un¬ 
doubtedly  there  will  be  sent — large  ship¬ 
ments  of  sugar  which  would  both  disrupt 
the  -  domestic  market  and  also  tend  to 
fill,  or  even  fully  fill,  the  Cuban  quota 
for  the  year  1960? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  that  state¬ 
ment  is  correct.  I  think  such  a  view  has 
been  borne  out  by  testimony  given,  at 
least  to  me,  by  people  who  I  know  are 
fully  conversant  with  the  sugar  situ¬ 
ation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  possible  that 
if  not  given  power  to  act,  the  President 
might  have  to  stand  by  supinely  and  see 
the  allocation  of  sugar  to  Cuba  to  be 
furnished  in  1960  raised  or  increased  by 
reason  of  the  assignment  to  Cuba  under 
present  law  of  certain  deficits  that  will 
occur  in  the  near  future? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Therefore,  without 
the  passage  of  such  legislation,  at  least 
two  things  with  reference  to  the  supply 
of  sugar  to  this  Nation  might  happen 
that  would  be  highly  favorable  to  Cuba 
which  might  not  be  within  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  this  country. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  agree  thoroughly 
with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  allow  me  to  make  a  brief 
statement,  I  should  like  to  say  that  my 
State,  as  the  Senator  knows,  produces 
some  cane  sugar.  We  have  a  very  real 
interest  in  this  subject.  But  I  am  very 
certain  that  the  sugar-producing  indus¬ 
try  of  my  State  would  not  want  such 
situations  as  I  have  just  outlined  in  my 
questions,  and  as  have  been  substanti¬ 
ated  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
to  continue  to  exist  for  failure  of  the 
Congress  to  pass  legislation  requested  by 
the  President.  While  this  legislation  far 
from  fulfills  the  expectations  of  the 
sugar  industry  of  my  State,  and  I  am 
sure  of  the  sugar  industry  of  the  Nation, 
I  feel  that  the  Senate  should  adopt  the 
amendment  so  ably  presented  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  merely  wish  to  ex¬ 
tend  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  my  earnest  and  sincere  con¬ 
gratulations  and  commendation  for  the 
great  and  patriotic  service  he  has  ren¬ 
dered  in  presenting  these  amendments 
to  the  Senate  this  evening. 

I  sat  in  some  of  the  conferences  that 
led  up  to  the  amendments,  merely  in  the 
capacity  of  an  amanuensis,  or  to  discuss 
rules  and  draftmanship.  I  know  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  not  at 
all  happy  about  the  proposed  legislation, 
but  he  is  offering  these  amendments  in 
the  national  interest.  I  say  that  when 
we  are  faced  with  a  situation  such  as 
confronts  this  country  today  from  the 
meanderings  of  his  mind  and  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  great  power  that  has  fallen 
into  the  hands  of  Fidel  Castro,  it  is  high 


time  that  the  Congress  should  give  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  the 
authority  to  show  that  this  country  does 
not  appreciate  the  constant  attacks  made 
and  the  slander  heaped  upon  us  by  the 
man  who  at  the  present  time  is  in  con¬ 
trol  of  the  power  of  government  in  Cuba. 

The  Senator  has  rendered  many  serv¬ 
ices  over  many  years,  but  I  do  not  think 
anyone  has  ever  shown  a  finer  spirit  of 
patriotism  than  has  the  Senator  by  sub¬ 
merging  his  own  personal  views  and 
bringing  these  amendments  before  us  this 
evening.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  agree 
to  them. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  think  that 
patience  has  ceased  to  be  a  virtue  in 
dealing  with  the  present  situation  in 
Cuba,  and  I  hope  the  President  of  the 
United  States  will  exercise  the  powers 
granted  to  him  in  the  national  interest, 
and  to  show  the  way  our  people  feel 
about  the  constant  heaping  upon  us  of 
abuse  and  slander. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  fully  concur  in  the 
observations  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia.  I  have  sat  in  the 
conferences,  and  I  know  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  not  half  satisfied 
with  this  matter.  I  may  say  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Utah,  who 
comes  from  a  sugar  area,  is  not  entirely 
satisfied.  He  has  also  rendered  yeoman 
service  in  this  field.  I  think  I  can  tell 
the  Senate  with  some  authority  that  the 
bill  would  be  acceptable  to  the  Executive 
and  it  would  be  signed.  It  is  not  all  we 
want,  but  it  does  give  an  opportunity  to 
work  our  will  in  this  matter  when  we 
return  after  the  recess  in  August. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  desire  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator,  from  New 
Mexico  if  H.R.  12311,  as  passed  by  the 
House,  did  not  provide  that  of  the  new 
production  gained  by  cutting  Cuba’s 
sugar  quota,  75  percent  would  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  new  domestic  production  in 
areas  in  this  country. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Do  the  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  cut  out  that  75 
percent? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes,  they  do. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Under  that  ex¬ 
planation,  that  may  be  allocated  back  to 
the  domestic  areas  which  can  use  it;  in 
other  words,  to  the  old  domestic  areas. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  I  do  not  believe 
it  would  be  allocated  back  to  existing 
areas.  We  have  eliminated  all  of  sec¬ 
tion  4 .  It  relates  to  1 9 6 0 . 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  fully  concur 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  with  reference  to  protecting 
America  from  Fidel  Castro. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  If  the  Senator  will 
stay  with  me  in  August,  we  will  give  fits 
to  Castro,  but  this  is  not  the  time  to  do 
it. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Does  the  House 
bill  give  him  fits? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  This  is  not  the 
time. 


Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  What  would 
the  amendments  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  do  except 
take  quotas  away  from  one  area  in  the 
United  States  and  give  them  to  another? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  They  do  not  touch 
the  areas  in  the  United  States  in  that 
respect. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Seventy-five 
percent  of  the  production  is  taken  out  of 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes;  but  we  are  not 
trying  to  reallocate  the  American  crop, 
or  I  would  be  here  another  6  weeks  on 
this  bill. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Wherein  do  the 
amendments  change  the  situation  one 
iota  insofar  as  Cuba  is  concerned? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  They  permit  the  re¬ 
duction  of  the  Cuban  quota  for  1960.  We 
cannot  change  the  amount  of  sugarbeets 
that  have  been  planted. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Does  not  the 
House  bill  permit  a  reduction  in  the 
Cuban  quota? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  should  like 
to  adopt  the  whole  House  bill.  I  favored 
it,  but,  unfortunately,  I  was  in  a  minor¬ 
ity,  as  so  frequently  happens  in  this 
world. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  concur  with 
the  opinion  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  I,  too,  want  the 
House  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  We  cannot  get  it 
tonight. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  regret  that  we 
cannot  get  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  fully 
appreciate  the  service  rendered  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  with  respect  to 
the  parliamentary  situation  which  has 
arisen  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  pi'ocedure  we  followed  in 
sending  to  the  House,  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance,  the  sugar  resolution. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
once  again  performed  a  great  service  for 
the  Senate. 

However,  I  approach  the  result  of  this 
latest  conference  between  the  House  and 
the  Senate  with  many  reservations.  I 
should  like  to  have  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  as  I  raise  a 
point  or  two  which  causes  me  to  have 
these  reservations. 

We  have  provisions  in  this  final  pro¬ 
posal  which  seriously  affect  the  foreign 
policy  of  the  United  States.  Some  of  us 
in  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
have  concerned  ourselves  very  much  with 
this  problem.  I  speak  as  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Latin  American 
Relations.  I  am  very  much  concerned 
about  the  House  proposal. 

It  proceeds  to  allocate,  with  regard  to 
certain  countries,  the  sugar  quota.  I  do 
not  care  whether  one  says  in  reply,  “But 
we  are  going  to  apply  it  only  in  I960.’’ 
We  are  putting  a  foot  in  the  door. 

In  each  of  these  countries,  once  we 
adopt  the  specifics  of  the  resolution,  the 
people  of  those  countries  will  be  led  to 
believe  that  we  have  started  a  policy  that 
will  live  on.  If  we  decide  to  change  the 
policy,  we  will  have  to  confront  those 
countries  with  a  reversal  in  the  months 
immediately  ahead.  It  is  a  great  mis¬ 
take  to  have  the  specifics — if  I  am  cor- 
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rect  in  my  understanding  as  to  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  these  specifics — in  relation  to 
countries  such  as  Costa  Rica,  the  Nether¬ 
lands,  or  Nationalist  China.  In  my  ca¬ 
pacity  as  a  member  of  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  I  have  been  bombarded 
by  representatives  of  some  Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  countries  who  are  very  much  con¬ 
cerned  about  what  the  House  has  done. 

This  is  a  foreign-policy  matter  It  is 
a  matter  that  should  have  been  gone  into 
thoroughly  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  and  by  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  of  the  House,  rather  than 
in  the  way  we  are  proceeding  here  to¬ 
night,  without  the  evidence  we  ought 
to  have  as  to  the  effect  the  bill  might 
have  upon  our  foreign  relations  and  on 
our  American  foreign  policy. 

I  would  be  agreeable  to  giving  author¬ 
ity  for  a  temporary  period  so  that  advice 
could  be  obtained  from  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  which,  in  turn,  would  be  able 
to  confer  with  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  and  with  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs.  However,  for  us  to  go 
ahead,  without  the  benefit  of  knowing 
what  the  foreign-relations  effect  of  the 
allocations  contained  in  the  bill  will  be 
to  disrupt,  as  I  think  we  will  disrupt, 
some  of  our  foreign  relations  with  Latin 
American  countries,  is  a  great  mistake 
at  this  late  hour.  I  wish  we  had  before 
us  a  bill  which  would  not  change  these 
allocations  quite  in  the  specifics  that  this 
one  does  in  relation  to  any  other  coun¬ 
try.  I  wish  we  would  keep  open  to  a 
greater  extent,  as  pointed  out  by  the 
Senator  from  Texas,  our  own  domestic 
policy. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  I  under¬ 
stand  the  summary  of  the  proposition 
before  us,  would  it  not  mean  that  this 
enormous  quota  for  Cuba,  which  is  90 
percent  of  all  the  purchases  of  sugar 
from  areas  outside  the  United  States, 
would  be  allocated  to  countries  which 
presently  are  selling  us  sugar  and  which 
are  called  full-duty  countries — I  think 
they  have  about  a  quarter  of  a  cent 
more  duty  than  Cuba — and  that  they 
would  be  selling  us  sugar  at  about  twice 
the  world  market  price? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  has  been 
going  on  for  many  years.  They  have 
been  selling  sugar  at  the  prevailing  price 
and  not  at  the  lower  price.  It  is  true 
that  the  countries  in  the  Caribbean  areas 
have  been  marketing  sugar  at  a  lower 
price  than  we  pay  Cuba. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  This  is  a 
$150  million  economic  aid  program. 
Once  we  give  this  profit  to  these  coun¬ 
tries,  does  not  the  Senator  realize  that 
they  will  regard  it  as  being  an  unfriendly 
act  on  our  part  when  we  take  it  away? 
If  we  went  ahead  and  purchased  the 
sugar  at  the  world  market  price,  would 
we  not  be  better  off  to  go  ahead  and 
do  that  than  to  assign  quotas  to  those 
countries? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  And  when 
we  tried  to  take  it  away,  they  would 
try  to  construe  it  as  economic  warfare. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes.  I  am  thinking  of 
the  foreign  relations  effects  of  this  bill. 


The  Senator  from  Louisiana  could  not 
be  more  correct  than  he  is.  What  is 
being  done,  in  effect,  really,  is  to  set  up 
new  quotas  for  some  countries.  Subse¬ 
quently  we  will  put  ourselves  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  where  there  may  be  an  attempt  by 
some  countries  to  say  that  we  are  going 
to  change  the  quotas.  We  will  be  creat¬ 
ing  much  ill  will. 

What  we  ought  to  be  doing  is  to  pass 
a  simple  measure,  for  the  time  being, 
that  will  give  the  President  of  the  United 
States  authority  to  decide  what  ought 
to  be  done  for  this  temporary  period,  in 
connection  with  the  Cuban  quota,  and 
then  to  wait  until  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  can  hold  hearings  on 
the  subject. 

We  can  then  consider  the  effect  on 
our  Latin  American  policy,  rather  than 
to  pass  a  bill  which  may  cause  resent¬ 
ment  in  some  of  the  capitals  of  our  best 
friends  in  Latin  America. 

Consider  Brazil,  for  example.  If  there 
is  any  country  in  which  we  ought  to  be 
seeking  to  create  more  good  will,  it  is 
Brazil.  But  the  action  we  are  taking 
tonight  will  arouse  deep  animosity  in 
Brazil. 

Consider  Venezuela,  another  great 
sugar-producing  country.  We  do  not 
know  for  certain  tonight  which  way  Ven¬ 
ezuela  will  go.  Yet  we  are  proceeding  to 
follow  a  course  of  action  which  will  per¬ 
mit  the  radical  and  Communist  elements 
in  Venezuela  to  utter  some  vicious  propa¬ 
ganda  to  the  effect  that  once  again  the 
United  States  slaps  its  Latin  American 
friends  in  the  face  and  sets  up  some 
preferences. 

Colombia,  Guatemala,  El  Salvador, 
and  Ecuador,  also  are  concerned  in  this. 

How  can  we  define,  when  we  come  to 
discuss  the  facts  and  consider  giving 
some  countries  sugar  quotas  in  this  pro¬ 
posal,  whether  we  are  not  really  giving 
preference  to  some  other  countries? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Under  part 
3  of  the  memorandum,  85  percent  of  the 
Cuban  quota  is  to  be  assigned  to  certain 
so-called  full  duty  countries  in  propor¬ 
tion  to  what  they  are  now  getting.  Can 
the  Senator  tell  me  what  percentage,  if 
Cuba  is  eliminated,  will  go  to  Mexico? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  cannot  tell  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Would  it  not 
be  around  25  percent?  Or  what  per¬ 
centage  would  it  be?  Can  some  Senator 
tell  us  that? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  discussing  the  analysis  of 
the  full  House  bill  for  1961.  We  have 
eliminated  that. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  asked  me 
about  Brazil.  We  have  made  provision 
that  the  President  may  provide  for  cer¬ 
tain  countries,  whereas  we  have  tried  to 
protect  other  countries,  just  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  is  suggesting. 

If  the  Senator  will  read  the  bill  as 
amended,  he  will  find  his  analysis  is  in¬ 
correct. 


Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
proving  to  me  the  danger  of  passing  on 
foreign  policy  questions  in  this  manner 
in  the  Senate.  What  we  ought  to  be 
passing  is  a  simple  measure  to  freeze  the 
matter  in  the  hands  of  the  President  for 
short  period  of  time  which  will  elapse 
until  we  come  back  in  August  to  legislate 
upon  the  Cuban  sugar  quota. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
whether  or  not  in  the  proposal  which 
has  come  back  from  the  House  we  have 
not  continued,  in  effect,  the  provision 
that,  in  regard  to  this  year’s  Cuban  quo¬ 
ta,  we  are  going  to  raise  for  nations  pro¬ 
ducing  between  3,000  and  5,000  tons  a 
sufficient  quantity  of  sugar  to  bring  them 
up  to  10,000  tons. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  was  in  the 
House  bill  and  was  left  in  that  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  what  I  am  criti¬ 
cizing. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  next  item  re¬ 
lates  to  the  Philippines.  They  get  a  15- 
percent  increase.  But  in  line  15,  in  place 
of  “shall”  we  have  inserted  “may.”  We 
struck  out  the  words  “allocated  to  or” 
and  have  allowed  the  President  to  dif¬ 
ferentiate  between  countries  which  have 
quotas  and  countries  which  have  no  quo¬ 
tas  at  all.  So  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion 
in  which  the  President  would  follow  the 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of 
State. 

This  is  a  temporary  device.  That  is 
why  the  temporary  provision  has  been 
included. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  does  not  change  the  situation  by 
calling  the  measure  a  temporary  device. 
By  still  permitting  an  increase  in  the 
quota  to  the  five  nations,  there  will  be 
created  an  expectation  in  those  nations 
that  they  will  continue  to  get  the  new 
quota.  If  they  do  not  continue  to  get 
it,  they  may  construe  it  as  a  reversal  of 
our  policy.  This  will  not  create  good 
will. . 

By  establishing  such  quotas  for  a  short 
period  of  time,  we  will  stir  up  the  re¬ 
sentments  to  which  I  have  referred.  I 
think  that  to  do  this  is  a  mistake.  We 
do  not  need  to  go  into  these  specifics, 
however,  in  any  measure  we  pass  to¬ 
night. 

If  we  would  but  pass  a  simple,  general 
bill  which  would  vest  for  a  temporary 
period  of  time — until  Congress  returns 
and  decides  what  the  sugar  policy  will 
be — the  authority  in  the  President  of 
the  United  States  to  distribute  the  Cuban 
quota,  this  is  all  that  would  be  needed. 
We  ought  to  be  adopting  a  simple  meas¬ 
ure.  Then  when  we  return  in  August, 
we  can  decide  what  we  want  to  do  about 
the  question. 

If  we  let  the  President  decide,  on  the 
basis  of  an  executive  approach  to  this 
matter,  without  any  specifics  mentioned 
in  any  legislation  passed  by  Congress, 
we  will  not  find  ourselves  in  such  a  posi¬ 
tion  as  to  lead  people  in  other  countries 
to  say,  “But  by  congressional  act,  you 
put  your  stamp  of  approval — at  least  for 
a  period  of  time — on  the  percentage  of 
distribution  of  quotas  to  certain  coun¬ 
tries.” 

I  say  most  respectfully  that,  as  we  are 
proceeding  tonight,  we  will  create  much 
trouble  in  the  future  for  ourselves  among 
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the  countries  which  will  come  into  the 
plan,  even  for  the  temporary  period  of 
the  application  of  the  bill.  We  will  be 
creating  great  trouble  for  ourselves  in 
countries  which  are  left  out  of  the  meas¬ 
ure. 

I  do  not  know  whether  my  suggestion 
can  be  worked  out  in  a  parliamentary 
way  or  not.  My  suggestion  is  that  we 
offer  as  a  substitute  for  this  bill  a  simple 
bill  which,  in  effect,  will  say  that  we  are 
placing  authority  in  the  hands  of  the 
President,  for  a  short  period  of  time, 
in  order  to  administer  the  Cuban  quota. 

Mi'.  ANDERSON.  That  was  one  of 
the  earlier  suggestions  which  was  made. 

I  found  it  was  completely  impossible  to 
have  it  agreed  to,  because  of  the  position 
in  the  House  at  this  late  hour. 

With  reference  to  the  size  of  the  quotas 
to  the  respective  countries,  I  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  in  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  we  were  confronted  with  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  what  to  do  about  the  Philippines. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  tried  to 
work  out  a  proper  way  to  handle  the 
surplus  left  in  the  Philippines.  The  final 
decision  was  that  it  would  be  assigned  to 
various  countries.  Other  countries  got 
it  on  a  temporary  basis.  It  was  taken 
back  later  without  any  difficulty. 

This  proposal  will  become  operative 
only  when  the  President  acts.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  will  then  have  considerable  ability 
to  transfer  the  quotas  almost  where  he 
sees  fit,  when  that  day  comes. 

We  tried  to  retain  some  of  the  House 
language,  because  we  thought  that  was 
the  only  way  a  decision  might  be  reached 
on  the  question. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  should  like  to  inquire 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  as  to  the 
reference  to  other  foreign  countries,  as 
stated  on  page  4  of  the  bill.  Subpara¬ 
graph  1  of  the  analysis  which  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  contains  a  provision  to  allo¬ 
cate  to  five  foreign  countries  so  much  of 
the  unallocated  sugar  quota.  Which 
foreign  countries  are  involved  in  that 
reference  in  each  instance?  May  they 
be  named,  so  that  the  Senate  will  be 
fully  informed? 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  I  understand,  the 
countries  are  Costa  Rica,  Haiti,  Panama, 
the  Netherlands,  and  Nationalist  China. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  If  as  a  result  of  legis¬ 
lative  action  an  allocation  is  made  to 
them,  it  will  be  a  far  different  situation 
to  withdraw  from  that  arrangement  as 
contrasted  with  the  situation  where  per¬ 
haps  the  placement  of  a  reduction  of  the 
quota  of  Cuba  by  executive  order  would 
present  if  we  were  called  upon  then  to 
correct  the  executive  order.  Is  that  the 
point  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes;  it  will  not  create 
nearly  so  much  bad  will  or  ill  will  as 
might  be  the  case  if  Congress  tonight 
puts  its  stamp  of  approval  upon  the 
specifics  of  the  proposed  legislation. 

We  are  giving  blanket  authority  to  the 
President  to  act  for  a  temporary  period, 
with  due  notice  that  when  we  return  in 
August  we  will  decide  on  legislation  as  to 
the  final  allocation  to  be  adopted  by  Con¬ 
gress. 


It  seems  to  me  that  what  we  are  doing 
is  to  place  ourselves  in  a  weakened  legis¬ 
lative  position.  It  can  be  thrown  into 
our  faces  that  after  all,  on  July  2  Con¬ 
gress  took  this  course  of  action;  and 
Congress  will  have  to  retreat  from  it  if 
we  are  to  make  any  change. 

We  do  not  have  much  of  the  informa¬ 
tion  which  we  need  in  order  to  pass  that 
judgment  tonight.  We  should  not  reach 
that  judgment,  in  my  opinion,  because  of 
the  effects  it  is  already  producing  and 
the  protests  we  are  already  receiving 
from  some  of  the  embassies. 

Mr,  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  again  read  from  the 
mimeographed  analysis  of  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives; 
but  the  analysis  which  now  has  been 
placed  upon  the  desks  of  many  Senators 
is  an  analysis  of  the  bill  as  previously 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
but  is  not  an  analysis  of  the  bill  as  it  has 
since  been  amended  by  the  House. 

Yesterday,  in  the  Finance  Committee, 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy]  and  I  opposed  the  reporting  of 
the  resolution,  as  joined  in  by  many 
Members. 

I  had  intended,  if  the  bill  came  back 
from  the  House,  to  join  in  the  effort  to 
get  the  Senate  to  accept  the  full  House 
bill. 

We  had  conferences  on  this  matter; 
and,  in  that  connection,  I  should  like  to 
join  in  praising  the  participation  on  the 
part  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Johnson],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell],  and  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  We  realized  we 
could  not  get  everything  we  wanted,  and 
that  the  House  could  not  get  everything 
it  wanted.  So  parts  of  the  House  bill 
were  stricken  out.  Therefore,  parts  of 
the  mimeographed  analysis  which  has 
been  placed  on  the  desks  of  Senators  no 
longer  apply. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  But  the  portion  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  No.  1  on  page  4  still  applies; 
does  it  not? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct;  but 
that  is  only  a  portion  of  the  allocation 
which  might  be  saved  from  the  Cuban 
supply  if  the  President  chooses  to  fol¬ 
low  that  course  and  it  will  apply  only  for 
the  remaining  months  of  this  year. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes;  but  if  that  were 
done  by  the  President,  that  would  be  an 
Executive  determination,  as  opposed  to 
a  legislative  determination. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes;  but  I  can  only 
say  that  the  same  remark  applies  to  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Not  at  all;  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948  was  a  legislative  determina¬ 
tion,  not  an  Executive  determination. 

As  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  point¬ 
ed  out,  this  bill,  if  enacted  as  it  is  now, 
would  deprive  the  Senate  of  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  in  a  legislative  de¬ 
termination;  and,  instead,  the  matter 
would  be  handled  by  means  of  an  Ex- 
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ecutive  determination.  Certainly  that  is 
demonstrated  by  the  terms  of  paragraph 
No.  1  on  page  4;  whereas,  if  the  proposal 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregan  [Mr.  Morse] 
is  followed,  the  determination  which  will 
be  made  will  be  an  Executive  determina¬ 
tion  as  to  where  the  Cuban  allocation 
will  be  allocated;  and  for  Congress  than 
to  overturn  that  Executive  decision  would 
be  different  from  having  the  executive 
branch*  overturn  what  the  legislative 
branch  at  a  previous  time  had  deter¬ 
mined. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
time  will  prove  that  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  is  unanswerably  correct  in  the 
position  he  has  taken  tonight.  I  think 
he  has  outlined  the  coux'se  of  action 
which  the  Senate  should  take. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  propound  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  says  the  approach  I  propose — 
namely,  a  simple  measure  to  give  the 
President  authority  for  an  interim  period 
of  time,  in  order  to  allow  him  to  make 
the  decisions  in  regard  to  the  Cuban 
quota — could  not  be  adopted.  Do  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  that  situation  is  be¬ 
cause  of  some  parliamentary  rule  which 
confronts  the  Senate — for  instance,  some 
rule  which  would  prevent  the  Senate 
from  modifying  the  House  proposal  to 
the  extent  of  striking  out  all  the  lan¬ 
guage  it  would  be  necessary  to  strike 
out,  and  substituting  a  general  bill  of  the 
type  I  have  outlined — or  is  it  simply  be¬ 
cause  we  cannot  obtain  the  agreement 
of  the  House  to  such  a  proposal? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  cannot  say  what 
the  House  will  do  or  will  not  do.  I  was 
a  Member  of  the  House,  and  I  have  great 
respect  for  it  and  for  the  institution 
itself. 

I  only  say  I  went  to  the  House,  and 
tried  to  find  out  whether  an  agreement 
is  possible.  It  is  my  position  that  if  what 
the  Senator  suggests  were  done,  and  if 
such  a  provision  were  put  into  the  bill, 
the  House  would  not  receive  it.  I  am 
sure  that  is  the  position  of  the  Speaker 
and  of  the  majority  leader  and  of  the 
minority  leader.  And  under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances,  I  do  not  think  it  would  be 
wise. 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  view  of  this  it  is  easy 
for  me  to  decide  on  what  my  position 
should  be.  I  do  not  propose  to  vote  for 
a  mistaken  foreign  policy  on  the  part  of 
my  count  it  simply  because  at  the  11th 
hour  the  House  has  taken  a  mistaken  po¬ 
sition.  Under  the  cii'cumstances,  I  think 
we  should  take  sufficient  time  to  study 
the  matter  and  to  arrive  at  a  careful  de¬ 
termination  of  a  better  foreign  policy, 
rather  than  this  one,  which  seems  to  be 
due  to  a  type  of  pressure  the  House  of 
Representatives  is  attempting  to  put  on 
the  Senate. 

I  repeat  that  I  think  it  would  do  great 
harm  to  American  policy  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica,  if  the  measure  in  its  present  form 
were  to  be  enacted.  I  shall  vote  against 
it  because  in  my  judgment  if  we  were 
to  take  the  action  now  proposed,  we 
would  have  to  return  to  this  record  in 
the  not  too  distant  future,  in  connection 
with  American  relationships  with  Latin 
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America,  and  would  realize  that  a  sad 
mistake  had  been  made. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont,  who 
serves  with  me  on  the  Latin  American 
Subcommittee  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I,  too, 
wish  to  say  that  if  the  proposal  as  sub¬ 
mitted  to  us  tonight  is  enacted  and  if 
the  President  takes  any  action  under  it 
before  we  rewrite  the  legislation,  we 
shall  simply  be  piling  up  a  great  deal  of 
trouble  for  ourselves. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  is  no  question 
about  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  much  more  trouble 
than  we  are  in  now,  insofar  as  sugar  is 
concerned. 

But  if  the  President  did  not  take  any 
action  under  it  before  the  bill  was  re¬ 
written,  perhaps  no  harm  would  be  done. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  I  shall  yield  the  floor.  But  I  give 
notice  that  later  I  intend  to  take  the 
floor  again  to  offer  the  kind  of  measure 
which  I  think  the  Senate  should  adopt. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Perhaps  I 
should  address  the  question  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico:  Do  I  correctly 
understand  that  we  cannot  amend  the 
House  bill,  which  has  come  to  us  by 
striking  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  substituting  the  language  of  the 
resolution  the  Senate  sent  to  the  House 
this  afternoon? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Surely,  we  can  do 
that. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Do  I  correct¬ 
ly  understand  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  believes  that  the  House 
would  reject  such  an  amendment? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  My  under¬ 
standing,  I  may  say,  is  that  the  reason 
why  the  House  said  it  rejected  the  reso¬ 
lution  was  that  it  was  an  independent 
resolution  of  the  Senate  which  violated 
the  constitutional  provision  that  revenue 
measures  must  originate  in  the  House  of 
Representatives;  but  the  House  did  not 
take  the  position  that  it  would  refuse  to 
accept  the  language  in  the  Senate  reso¬ 
lution. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  spent  a  consid¬ 
erable  amount  of  time - 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  do  not 
know;  I  have  not  been  in  the  conference 
with  the  House.  But  I  see  no  reason 
why  we  could  not  amend  the  House  bill, 
and  leave  on  it  the  House  bill  number, 
but  proceed  to  substitute  for  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill  which  originated  in  the 
House  the  language  of  the  Senate  reso¬ 
lution  which  the  Senate  sent  to  the 
House.  Then  the  measure  would  still  be 
the  House  bill,  which  we  would  then  send 
to  the  House,  and  we  would  include  in 
the  House  bill  that  Senate  amendment. 

I  do  not  understand  that  there  could 
be  any  possible  objection  under  the  Con¬ 
stitution  if  the  Senate  were  to  proceed 
in  that  way. 

If  the  House  then  should  refuse  to  ac¬ 
cept  that  Senate  amendment,  that  would 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  House. 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
what  I  propose  to  do,  and  I  propose 
to  ascertain  whether  the  House  will  re¬ 
ject  it.  From  the  standpoint  of  the  for¬ 
eign  policy,  I  believe  that  course  will  at 
least  “put  the  monkey”  on  the  back  of 
the  House  so  to  speak,  rather  than  on 
our  own  back. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  mo¬ 
ment  ago  the  Senator  from  Oregon  pro¬ 
pounded  a  parliamentary  inquiry.  Does 
he  waive  that  inquiry? 

Mr.  MORSE.  No,  Mr.  President ;  I 
should  like  to  have  a  ruling  by  the  Chair, 
through  the  Parliamentarian. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  As  the 
Chair  understands  the  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry,  of  course  the  Senate  could  take 
the  action  the  Senator  has  discussed; 
there  is  nothing  to  preclude  the  taking  of 
such  action  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  tempo¬ 
rarily,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  for  once 
I  find  myself  fairly  well  in  agreement 
with  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Following  the  many  speeches  I  have 
heard  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  other 
House  about  the  leadership  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  tonight 
we  have  a  chance  to  give  the  President 
an  opportunity  to  exert  that  leadership. 
I  have  heard  many  speeches  on  this  floor 
about  wanting  a  strong  foreign  policy; 
and  the  President  has  asked,  for  6 
months,  for  exactly  the  powers  the  Sen¬ 
ate  tried  to  give  him  today. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]  very,  very  well  pointed  out  that 
this  adds  some  benefits  to  Cuba.  It  also 
adjusts  other  quotas,  and  it  adjusts  them 
at  a  time  when  not  one  Member  of  this 
body  has  had  a  chance — or  hardly  any 
Member  of  this  body — when  not  more 
than  a  handful  of  Senators  have  had  a 
chance  to  read  the  House  committee  re¬ 
port.  I  do  not  think  it  is  even  available 
in  the  Senate,  and  I  wager  that  not  half 
a  dozen  Senators  have  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  read  this  House  committee  re¬ 
port,  and  that  even  fewer  have  had  a 
chance  to  read  the  House  bill  as  it  is  now 
amended. 

So,  Mr.  President,  what  are  we  asked 
to  do  here,  tonight? 

Is  it  such  a  simple  thing  to  legislate 
on  something  that  affects  all  of  our 
cane  growers  and  sugar  beet  growers  in 
the  United  States,  and  to  adjust  quotas 
among  a  lot  of  our  friends  and  our 
allies?  I  am  not  sure  but  that  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic  would  also  get  a  wind¬ 
fall,  as  I  read  the  measure  and  as  I  read 
section  202(c)  of  the  code.  All  of  those 
things,  tome,  are  bad. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  do  not  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  intended  to  omit  that  what  is  being 
done  is  engaging  in  a  great  decision  of 
foreign  policy  as  it  affects  the  present 
regime  in  Cuba. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  have  not  got  to  that 
yet,  but  I  thank  the  Senator  for  his  sug¬ 
gestion. 

Mr.  President,  if  anyone  thinks  that 
authorities  in  the  Senate  believe  that  this 
does  not  adjust  the  quotas  between  our 
friends  and  that  we  are  thereby  inviting 
trouble,  if  anyone  thinks  this  will  not 


result  in  a  windfall  to  the  Dominican 
Republic  if  the  President  exercises  his 
authority,  I  would  like  to  get  that 
straightened  out. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  the  Senator 
has  not  seen  or  heard  the  words  in  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  which  make  it  unnecessary  for 
any  windfall  to  the  Dominican  Republic 
or  any  of  the  other  nations  who  have 
quotas.  Those  words  are  on  lines  15  and 
16  on  page  4  of  the  printed  bill.  The 
word  “shall”  on  line  15  is  changed  to 
“may,”  and  the  words  “allocated  to  or” 
are  stricken,  so  that  it  reads  “may  be 
purchased  from  foreign  countries.” 

The  reason  for  that  change,  I  happen 
to  know,  because  I  was  present  when  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  suggested  it, 
was  to  leave  it  entirely  to  the  Executive 
whether  or  not  he  should  distribute  to 
any  quota  country,  including  the  Domin¬ 
ican  Republic,  any  of  the  sugar  purchases 
which  are  to  be  made  if  the  quota  of 
Cuba  is  adversely  affected. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  do  have  that  amendment  in  my  hand, 
and  I  have  it  exactly  as  he  read  it.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  is  possible,  also.  It  is  also  pos¬ 
sible  that,  instead  of  approaching  this  in 
a  clear  manner,  it  is  giving  the  President 
power  to  readjust  quotas  as  between 
various  countries.  That,  I  think,  is  a 
power  which  the  Congress  should  sur¬ 
render  very  reluctantly. 

I  am  in  favor,  and  have  supported 
from  the  first,  a  bill  which  would  give 
the  President  power  to  cut  the  Cuban 
quota  and  to  purchase,  if  necessary,  on 
the  world  market,  or  other  places,  sugar 
necessary  to  fill  the  needs  of  this  coun¬ 
try,  to  pick  up  the  deficits  of  Puerto  Rico 
and  Hawaii,  and  allocate  those  to  the 
farmers  of  the  United  States. 

I  see  no  reason  why  the  farmers  of  the 
United  States  should  bear  the  burden  of 
this  matter  any  longer,  and  I  realize  that 
while  this  bill  has  been  a  limitation  upon 
them,  it  has  also  been  a  great  protection 
to  them. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  cannot  be  denied  that 
this  legislation  affects  foreign  policy,  but 
certainly  we  should  never  put  it  in  the 
perspective  that  it  is  not  something  very 
important  to  our  domestic  policy;  and 
it  should  be  determined  in  that  light. 
We  have  a  great  agricultural  problem  in 
this  country.  We  are  plagued  with  sur¬ 
pluses.  We  are  buying  98  percent  of  our 
sugar  from  foreign  sources.  Congress 
should  assert  its  jurisdiction  over  this 
matter  and  assert  itself. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  comments  very  much. 

I  would  like  to  say  something  about 
foreign  policy.  Ninety  miles  south  of 
this  country  we  saw  develop  after  New 
Year’s  Day  of  1959  a  dictatorship  which 
is  every  bit  as  bad  as  or  worse  than  that 
which  existed  under  Batista.  It  is  worse 
because  when  the  people  follow  a  revolu¬ 
tionary  leader  to  get  freedom,  they  find 
complete  disillusionment.  Their  finan¬ 
cial  situation  in  Cuba  is  rapidly  leading 
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them  on  the  road  to  chaos.  Whether  it 
will  be  tomorrow,  or  next  month,  or  the 
end  of  this  year,  no  one  knows,  but  it 
will  come. 

In  addition,  we  in  this  country  have 
seen  the  lands  of  Americans  expropri¬ 
ated  day  after  day  after  day,  and  the 
only  thing  any  American  has  seen  for 
those  lands  has  been  a  promise  that  they 
will  be  redeemed  in  20-year  bonds.  So 
far  as  I  know,  no  one  has  received  a  bond. 
Many  Americans  find  it  difficult  to  get 
even  a  receipt  for  the  lands  expropri¬ 
ated.  They  call  it  intervention  now. 

That  is  what  they  are  doing.  What 
would  happen  in  this  country  if  we 
sought  to  take  the  house  or  the  property 
or  the  business  of  a  Cuban  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  whether  he  was  a  citizen  or  not?  Our 
own  people  would  rise  in  anger.  Yet, 
somehow,  we  pull  down  a  curtain  before 
us  when  we  look  at  other  situations,  and 
become  blind,  and  cannot  realize  the 
moral  implications  involved. 

The  reason  why  I  am  speaking  now  is 
that  I  firmly  believe  the  situation  in 
Cuba  poses  one  of  the  most  serious 
threats  to  us  and  our  foreign  policy  that 
has  existed  in  this  country  for  many 
years.  I  say  we  cannot — we  must  not — 
let  a  Communist  cell  grow  into  a  well- 
organized  Communist  country  there.  If 
we  do,  we  will  be  the  most  foolhardy  peo¬ 
ple  who  ever  existed  upon  the  face  of  this 
earth,  because  we  have  hundreds  of  ex¬ 
amples  which  we  see  around  us  day  by 
day. 

We  are  spending  $41  billion  this  year 
in  defense  expenditures.  We  are  spend¬ 
ing  $4  billion  more  in  mutual  security. 
I  do  not  know  how  many  billions  we  have 
spent  in  the  last  few  years  to  stop  com¬ 
munism.  Yet  we  are  letting  it  grow 
right  under  our  eyes. 

So  the  question  boils  down  to  this :  The 
House  has  been  adamant — I  think  un¬ 
necessarily  so. 

As  a  practical  person,  reluctantly — I 
say  reluctantly,  because  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  stay  here  and  talk  all  night  and 
into  tomorrow,  if  necessary — I  would 
take  the  measure  as  it  now  comes  to  us. 
I  think  it  is  a  great  mistake,  and  I  do 
not  depreciate  in  any  way  the  effects 
which  have  been  made  by  the  gentlemen 
who  were  conferring  and  trying  to  work 
this  matter  out. 

However,  I  do  say  it  is  a  poor  sub¬ 
stitute,  and  we  in  the  Senate  tonight — 
and  this  is  what  I  regret  most  of  all — 
have  been  put  in  a  situation  of  accept¬ 
ing  a  take-it-or-leave-it  proposition. 
For  a  year  and  a  half  a  bill  has  been 
before  the  House  Agriculture  Commit- 
mittee  to  extend  the  Sugar  Quota  Act. 

For  a  year  and  a  half.  I  know  every 
effort  has  been  made  by  many  people  to 
move  the  legislation  this  year.  It  was 
commonly  thought  and  accepted  that 
we  were  going  to  adjourn  this  week  end. 
Perhaps  we  should  have  shook  our  heads 
a  little  bit.  Anyway,  that  is  what  many 
thought. 

So  we  reach  the  day  before  the  sup¬ 
posed  date  of  adjournment,  2  days  be¬ 
fore  the  4th  of  July,  a  little  over  a  week 
before  the  convention  of  one  of  our 
major  political  parties,  which  we  rec¬ 
ognize  all  of  our  colleagues  must  attend, 
as  we  on  this  side  shall  have  to  attend 


our  convention,  and  we  are  suddenly 
faced  with  a  bill  upon  a  take-it-or-leave- 
it  basis. 

The  bill  has  not  gone  to  the  commit¬ 
tee.  It  has  not  been  to  the  Finance 
Committee  yet.  It  has  been  lying  on  the 
desk.  It  is  not  printed,  I  am  informed. 
No  one  knows  exactly  what  the  real  story 
is.  We  are  faced  with  a  flat  take-it- 
or-leave-it  proposition. 

It  breaks  my  heart  to  think  that  we 
are  going  to  have  to  legislate  on  such  a 
serious  matter — serious  to  our  own  farm¬ 
ers,  serious  to  our  friends  and  allies  par¬ 
ticularly  in  Latin  America,  and  serious 
with  respect  to  our  international  rela¬ 
tions  with  Cuba — when  we  are  faced 
with  a  take-it-or-leave-it  proposal. 

As  I  said  before,  I  am  a  practical  man. 
I  will  take  it,  but  I  do  not  like  it.  I  do 
it  reluctantly. 

If  a  substitute  should  be  offered,  I 
reserve  the  right  to  vote  for  that.  I 
think  it  is  a  sad  commentary  on  our 
state  of  affairs,  when  we  have  to  con¬ 
sider  proposed  legislation  such  as  this. 

I  do  not  depreciate  the  work  which 
has  been  done  tonight  in  an  attempt 
to  resolve  the  apparent  impasse.  It  is  a 
sad  state  of  affairs  when  we  have  to  in¬ 
volve  so  many  people  in  our  international 
relations  on  such  scanty  and  flimsy  evi¬ 
dence,  such  flimsy  facts  and  scanty  facts 
as  we  have  before  us  tonight. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  situation  might 
be  stated  somewhat  as  follows:  All  of 
us  realize  the  desirability  of  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  cutting  down  the  present  quotas 
on  sugar  purchased  from  Cuba.  The 
question  arises  as  to  how  those  reduc¬ 
tions  will  be  allocated.  From  where  will 
the  deficiency  which  will  arise  from 
those  reductions  be  made  up?  How 
will  the  deficiency  be  made  up? 

The  present  proposal,  in  the  form  of 
the  amendments  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  provides  that  by  legislative 
action,  without  the  benefit  of  committee 
heax-ings  and  without  the  benefit  of  de¬ 
liberation  which  is  certainly  reasonably 
forthcoming  from  a  body  such  as  this, 
we  shall  make  a  decision,  by  action  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House. 

The  alternative  proposed  is  to  put  the 
discretion  in  the  hands  of  the  President, 
who  will,  in  the  calm  deliberation  of  his 
office — in  a  calm  deliberation  other  than 
the  pressure  under  which  we  find  our¬ 
selves  at  this  time  of  night— make  the 
decision  as  to  how  the  reduction  will  be 
made  up. 

Is  that  not  about  the  sum  and  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  entire  situation? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  about  the  sum 
and  substance  of  the  situation. 

One  of  the  great  objections  of  those 
who  have  opposed  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  for  the  past  6  months,  and  who 
have  kept  it  tied  up  in  one  way  or  an¬ 
other  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
has  been  that  they  could  not  see  sur¬ 
rendering  the  powers  of  the  Congress  to 
cut  the  quota  of  sugar  for  Cuba. 

As  I  read  the  language — and  I  refer 
Senators  to  page  4,  line  16,  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  re- 
fen-ed  a  while  ago — I  think  the  language 
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goes  further  than  to  give  the  President 
the  power  to  cut.  I  think  the  word 
“may”  makes  it  possible  for  the  President 
to  readjust  quotas  as  between  countries, 
within  certain  limits.  So  it  is  even  a 
little  beyond  what  the  Senator  has 
described. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  his  contribu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
great  to  say  that  I  shall  oppose  the 
ameixdments  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Four  years  ago  I  was  instrumental  in 
obtaining  more  than  50  Senators  to  spon¬ 
sor  the  present  Sugar  Act.  In  the  early 
part  of  last  year,  in  the  first  session  of 
the  86th  Congress,  I  submitted  another 
bill  to  extend  the  present  Sugar  Act. 
For  many  months  during  the  first  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress  I  made  many  efforts 
to  have  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
of  the  House,  which  handles  sugar  legis¬ 
lation,  consider  and  report  a  bill  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  present  sugar  law.  Instead  of 
acting  immediately,  or  even  with  reason¬ 
able  speed,  the  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture — in  fact,  the 
entire  committee — saw  fit  to  postpone 
action. 

Tonight  we  are  woi-king  under  heavy 
pressure — actually,  under  duress.  The 
House  bill  came  to  this  body  yesterday. 
I  understand  that  the  majoi'ity  leader 
held  the  bill  at  the  desk,  in  the  hope  that 
it  could  be  considered  before  the  recess 
and  before  the  bill  was  referred  to  the 
Finance  committee. 

Mr.  President,  everyone  knows  the 
trouble  we  have  encountered  in  getting 
the  House  bill  before  us.  Everybody 
knowns  the  Senate  cannot  originate  su¬ 
gar  legislation — that  the  Senate  cannot 
take  action  on  a  sugar  bill  unless  the  bill 
originates  in  the  House. 

It  is  true  that  we  can  attach  a  sugar 
bill  to  a  bill  which  comes  from  the  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee,  but  under  the  rules 
of  the  House,  the  question  of  germane¬ 
ness  maybe  raised.  Usually  a  bill  of  that 
character,  when  sent  to  the  House  from 
the  Senate,  would  be  sent  directly  to  the 
Committee  on  Agi-iculture,  if  it  included 
a  sugar  bill.  Under  these  circumstances 
we  would  probably  again  be  confronted 
with  an  unreasonable  delay. 

Mr.  President,  as  has  been  pointed  out 
by  several  Senators,  we  have  a  vehicle 
now  before  us.  We  can  consider  that 
bill,  when  we  return  in  August.  We  can 
hold  hearings  on  it.  We  can  consider 
the  bill  in  the  Senate,  pass  the  bill,  and 
send  it  to  confei-ence.  We  can  do  that 
within  perhaps  a  week  or  a  week  and  a 
half. 

However,  if  the  bill  which  we  are  now 
considering  is  sent  to  the  House  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  President 
the  short-term  authority  which  some 
Senators  believe  he  should  have,  we  are 
going  to  lose  the  only  available  vehicle 
by  which  we  can  later,  after  the  recess, 
obtain  effective  sugar  legislation  on  a 
long-range  basis.  Let  us  not  forget  that 
the  amendment  which  is  now  proposed 
would  not  extend  the  Sugar  Act,  but 
would  merely  amend  it  so  as  to  give  the 
President  the  power  to  deal  with  Mr. 
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Castro.  The  act  would  still  expire  De¬ 
cember  31,  1960. 

I  believe  our  failure  to  preserve  the 
House-passed  bill  as  a  vehicle  for  a  real 
extension  of  the  act  after  the  recess  will 
seriously  jeopardize  the  sugar  program. 
I  say  this  with  the  full  and  complete 
realization  that  the  House  is  adamant — ■ 
at  least  certain  Members  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  are  adamant. 

I  attended  several  conferences  and 
made  many  suggestions  as  to  how  the 
matter  could  be  handled,  but  what  was 
I  told  by  the  proponents  of  the  measure 
in  the  House?  “Take  our  bill  or  noth¬ 
ing.” 

That  is  the  kind  of  answer  that  I  re¬ 
ceived.  I  expect  the  same  thing  to  hap¬ 
pen  when  we  meet  here  in  August.  My 
guess  is  that  the  House  will  again  delay 
the  passage  of  a  sugar  bill  until  the  last 
minute,  and  then  send  to  us  their  own 
bill  and  say,  “Take  this  or  get  nothing.” 
That  is  the  problem  with  which  we  are 
confronted  today. 

There  is  another  point  which  I  want  to 
emphasize — it  was  raised  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  and  several  other  Senators — and 
that  is  in  regard  to  the  allocation  of  any 
quota  which  may  be  taken  away  from 
Cuba.  It  is  true  that  the  pending  lan¬ 
guage  affects  only  the  1960  sugar  crop 
but  it  does  affect  the  foreign  full- duty 
countries  which  would  be  in  line  to  bene¬ 
fit  should  the  President  reduce  the 
Cuban  quota.  The  quotas  of  these  coun¬ 
tries  could  be  increased  out  of  the  Cuban 
quota  reduction,  and  if  that  should  be 
done,  the  increased  amounts  would  be 
the  quotas  they  will  expect  and  demand 
in  the  future.  Thus,  instead  of  having 
only  Cuba  to  deal  with,  we  will,  I  fear, 
have  perhaps  four,  five,  or  six  of  our 
neighbors  to  the  south  of  us  taking  jabs 
at  us. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Would  that  not  ulti¬ 
mately  result  perhaps  in  harm  to  our  own 
cane  and  sugar  beet  growers? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  that.  I  fear  that  those  who  will 
ultimately  suffer  the  most  are  our  do¬ 
mestic  growers,  under  this  proposal. 

Suppose  that  scoundrel  in  Cuba  is  de¬ 
posed  next  week,  or  in  a  month  and  a 
half,  or  2  months  from  now.  Ways  and 
means  will  have  to  be  found  to  restore  to 
Cuba  any  portion  of  her  quota  which  the 
President  may  have  taken  away  from 
her  and  given  to  other  countries  under 
the  bill. 

Let  us  not  forget  that  42  percent  of  the 
sugar  which  is  now  being  produced  in 
Cuba  is  owned  and  controlled  by  Ameri¬ 
cans.  Does  any  Senator  wish  to  do  our 
own  people  violence?  Yet,  that  is  what 
would  be  done  under  this  bill. 

Furthermore,  if  this  bill  passes,  we 
shall  find  ourselves  in  more  trouble, 
when  the  bearded  Cuban  demagog  is 
deposed.  We  shall  be  in  trouble  with 
those  countries  which  received  the 
Cuban  quota;  they  will  demand  those 
increases  permanently.  We  shall  simply 
have  compounded  our  troubles.  Instead 
of  having  to  deal,  as  I  said,  with  one 
“Cuba”  or  one  “South  or  Central  Ameri¬ 


can  country,”  we  may  well  be  confronted 
with  five,  six,  or  seven. 

We  are  told  that  unless  we  act  tonight, 
the  President  may  call  us  into  session 
next  Tuesday.  What  if  we  do  return 
later?  There  is  no  iron-clad  reason  why 
we  must  recess  or  adjourn  now.  This  is 
an  important  measure,  and,  so  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  I  am  willing  to  stay  here 
all  next  week  and  settle  it  and  not  pass 
a  resolution  that  will  put  us  deeper  and 
deeper  into  trouble  with  our  friends  to 
the  south  of  us. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  When  the 
last  Sugar  Act  was  passed,  the  House  of 
Representatives  tried  to  make  some 
minor  adjustments  in  the  quota  for  the 
small  Caribbean  countries,  and  the  State 
Department  at  that  time  told  us  that 
if  we  went  along  with  the  juggling  that 
the  House  of  Representatives  tried  to  do 
in  that  bill  as  reported  by  the  House 
committee  and  sent  to  us,  it  would  create 
such  chaos  in  our  relations  with  Central 
America  that  there  would  be  no  way 
to  handle  the  situation.  It  would  be  ab¬ 
solutely  impossible  to  get  along  with 
them  for  some  time  to  come. 

I  remind  the  Senator  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  was  not  drawn  by  the 
State  Department.  It  was  drawn,  I  as¬ 
sume,  by  the  chairman  of  the  House 
committee,  and  the  kind  of  thing  we 
have  here  goes  100  times  as  far  as  the 
House  tried  to  go  some  years  ago  when 
the  State  Department  said  it  would  ab¬ 
solutely  destroy  our  relations  with  all  of 
South  and  Central  America  if  the  meas¬ 
ure  was  passed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Under  the  bill,  as  I 
see  it,  85  percent  of  this  balance  may  be 
distributed  among  all  the  countries  of 
South  and  Central  America  that  produce 
sugar  and  are  not  receiving  any  prefer¬ 
ence,  as  is  Cuba,  Mexico,  Peru,  and  sev¬ 
eral  others. 

I  say  that  if  the  President  next  week, 
for  example,  should  remove  a  million  or 
a  million  and  a  half  tons  from  Cuba’s 
quota,  and  let  all  those  countries  share 
in  the  quota  so  removed,  it  will  simply 
mean  that  those  countries  will  expect  to 
retain  their  increased  quotas  in  the  fu¬ 
ture.  That  is  what  they  will  expect. 

The  resolution  that  we  presented  to¬ 
day  was  a  very  simple  one,  and  I  am  sur¬ 
prised  and  thoroughly  disappointed  that 
the  House  refused  to  accept  it.  The  day 
before  yesterday — since  it  is  now  12:30, 
after  midnight — after  we  had  several 
conferences.  Some  of  us  made  every 
effort  to  have  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the 
House,  and  other  members  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  agree  to  our  resolution.  We  sug¬ 
gested  that  they  either  permit  us  to  in¬ 
troduce  one,  or  that  they  introduce  such 
a  resolution,  giving  the  President  the 
power  to  deal  with  Dr.  Castro. 

What  we  had  in  mind  was  to  permit 
the  President  to  purchase  on  the  open 
market  such  sugars  as  may  be  needed 
for  our  domestic  consumption,  not  by 
way  of  allocation,  as  the  bill  provides, 
but  simply  to  go  on  the  open  market  and 
purchase  the  sugar. 


They  did  not  want  that.  They  said, 
“You  take  our  bill  or  you  have  nothing.” 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  like  that  kind 
of  challenge,  and  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  am  willing  to  stay  here  and  not 
recess  at  all  until  this  matter  is  dealt 
with,  if  the  President  thinks  it  is  that 
important. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  is  to  be  commended  for 
the  very  sound  analysis  he  has  given  to 
this  problem  from  the  standpoint  of 
America’s  foreign  relations.  All  we  can 
do  in  these  wee  hours  is  to  try  to  get  the 
situation  before  the  Senate  in  the  hope 
that  the  Senate  will  take  the  time  to 
analyze  the  very  important  implications 
that  the  Senator  raises. 

Let  us  consider  a  point  or  two  that  I 
wish  to  stress.  The  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  of  the  Senate  has  had  con¬ 
ferences  during  the  past  several  months 
with  the  State  Department  upon  the 
sugar  problem.  I  wish  to  say  that  in 
none  of  those  conferences  has  the  State 
Department  come  forward  with  any  such 
a  proposal  as  we  find  in  the  House  bill 
tonight.  I  haven’t  had  time  to  consult 
with  all  the  members  of  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Latin  American  Affairs,  but  such 
of  my  associates  on  that  subcommittee 
are  in  the  Senate  tonight  and  I  have 
talked  to  them  about  the  problem. 

I  think  I  report  accurately  when  I  say 
that  we  think  it  is  highly  desirable  to 
adopt  a  simple  general  resolution  such 
as  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  plead¬ 
ing  for  and  that  I  pleaded  for  earlier. 
I  serve  notice  on  the  Senate  that  the 
parliamentary  situation  is  such  that  the 
Anderson  amendment  has  priority.  We 
will  have  to  act  on  it  one  way  or  another. 
We  will  have  to  vote  it  up  or  down. 
Whether  we  accept  it  or  reject  it,  an 
amendment  in  the  form  of  a  substitute 
will  be  in  order.  I  serve  notice  now  that 
after  action  is  taken  on  the  Anderson 
amendment  I  shall  offer  a  substitute 
which  will  read  as  follows: 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  shall  determine  the  quota  for  Cuba  un¬ 
der  such  act  for  the  balance  of  the  year 
1960  in  such  amount  or  amounts  as  he  shall 
find  from  time  to  time  to  be  in  the  national 
Interest. 

I  believe  that  when  that  amendment 
goes  before  the  House  in  the  proper  form 
in  which  it  will  then  be — because  our 
previous  resolution  was  found  to  be  faul¬ 
ty  from  a  procedural  standpoint — the 
House  will  be  able  to  give  some  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  problems  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  raised. 

I  ask  Senators  to  pay  attention  to  the 
countries  that  I  now  name,  Brazil,  Ven¬ 
ezuela,  Colombia,  Guatemala,  El  Sal¬ 
vador,  and  Ecuador.  These  countries 
are  already  very  much  concerned  about 
the  course  of  action  that  is  being  pro¬ 
posed  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  tonight. 

It  is  important,  as  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  says,  that  we  bring  these 
problems  before  our  committees.  This 
will  permit  us  to  bring  State  Depart¬ 
ment  officials  in  to  testify  upon  the 
problems,  and  to  give  us  the  benefit  of 
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their  advice.  Otherwise  what  we  may 
do  here  tonight  on  the  bill  as  it  comes 
to  us  from  the  House,  can  be  to  create, 
in  my  judgment,  and,  as  the  Senator  has 
pointed  out,  some  very  serious  problems 
with  countries  to  the  south  of  us. 

We  cannot  afford  to  be  considered  an 
Indian  giver.  We  cannot  say,  “We  al¬ 
lowed  this  quota  only  for  a  temporary 
period  of  time.”  Once  these  countries 
obtain  the  benefit,  they  will  resent  any 
taking  of  it  away.  They  will,  I  repeat, 
resent  our  taking  those  quotas  away. 
The  countries  which  do  not  get  any 
quota  under  the  Anderson  amendment 
are  going  to  resent  that  fact  too.  We 
would  be  creating  a  misunderstanding. 

We  can  take  care  of  the  situation, 
however,  by  the  simple  amendment  that 
I  shall  offer  as  a  substitute  for  the  An¬ 
derson  amendment,  irrespective  of 
whether  we  vote  the  Anderson  amend¬ 
ment  up  or  down. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  We  have 
heard  a  great  deal  of  talk  about  fiscal 
responsibility  and  fiscal  irresponsibility. 
If  we  take  what  is  before  us,  it  will  be 
irresponsible.  We  have  before  us  a  bill 
which  the  Finance  Committee  has  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  look  at.  I  under¬ 
took  to  look  at  the  analysis  of  it.  I  asked 
one  of  the  pages  to  get  me  a  copy  of 
what  Senators  have  been  reading  from. 
He  said  it  was  not  available.  What  are 
we  going  to  vote  on?  I  have  before  me  a 
mimeographed  page  from  the  office  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  .  It  is  an  explanation  or  brief 
analysis  of  the  bill.  This  is  all  I  can 
find,  but  I  have  already  been  told  that 
the  memorandum  does  not  accurately 
describe  what  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  offering.  That  shows  how 
little  we  know  what  we  are  voting  on. 

This  measure  proposes  to  take  Cuba’s 
quota  and  distribute  it  to  other  coun¬ 
tries  that  at  present  have  quotas.  What 
is  the  quota  that  Cuba  gets?  It  is  over 
3  million  tons.  Let  us  take  a  look  at 
the  other  countries  together.  How  much 
do  they  get?  Two  hundred  seventy- 
eight  thousand.  They  get  about  7  per¬ 
cent  of  what  Cuba  gets.  That  is 
according  to  this  memorandum.  If  we 
take  Cuba’s  quota,  we  proceed  to  redis¬ 
tribute  it  on  the  basis  of  Peru,  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic,  and  Mexico  getting 
almost  90  percent  of  all  of  Cuba’s  quota. 
Mexico  might  be  able  to  fill  a  substan¬ 
tial  portion  of  it,  but  it  would  be  difficult 
for  the  others  to  do  so.  At  what  price 
would  it  be  sold?  At  twice  the  world 
price.  These  people  who  are  to  be  fa¬ 
vored  would  expect  to  have  vested  rights 
in  this  additional  quota,  if  I  understand 
the  memorandum.  That  is  the  best  ex¬ 
planation  I  can  find. 

Yet  I  am  advised  that  a  copy  of  the 
amendment  is  not  available.  We  passed 
a  resolution  which  said  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  could  work  it  out.  I  would  prefer 
to  let  the  President  distribute  it  and 
buy  all  the  sugar  however  he  sees  fit  to 
buy  for  the  next  30  days.  That  makes 
some  sense.  At  least  he  would  have 
someone’s  advice.  Who  is  advising  us? 
We  cannot  even  get  a  copy  of  what  we 


are  voting  on.  Yet  we  are  going  to  dis¬ 
tribute  3  million  tons  on  an  annual  basis 
based  on  some  sort  of  formula  that  we 
do  not  understand  or  know  anything 
about.  We  are  told,  “Do  not  worry 
about  it.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  a  memoran¬ 
dum  from  the  files  of  my  colleague  [Mr. 
Smathers]  which  is  based  on  informa¬ 
tion  coming  from  the  Sugar  Division  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  It  deals 
with  the  quota  and  the  balance  of  the 
unfilled  quota,  which  I  believe  will  give 
the  Senator  figures  which  he  may  want 
to  use  rather  than  the  full-year  quota 
figures  which  he  has  been  using. 

Under  this  memorandum,  the  sugar 
quota  for  Cuba  this  year  is  3,119,655  tons. 
The  total  unfilled  quota  at  this  time  is 
830,000  tons. 

The  memorandum  states  that  Cuba 
has  not  delivered  the  830,000  tons,  but 
that  plans  are  being  made  to  deliver 
every  ton  of  this  sugar  before  Congress 
gets  back  in  August.  Such  action  would 
seriously  affect  the  market,  since  the 
market  is  loaded  and  the  refineries  are 
full. 

In  addition  to  the  830,000  tons,  which 
is  the  balance  of  the  unfilled  quota  for 
Cuba  for  this  year,  there  are  two  other 
factors  mentioned  in  the  memorandum. 
It  states  that  Cuba’s  share  of  the  deficit 
amounts  to  161,800  tons,  which  will  go  to 
Cuba  very  shortly,  unless  someone  is 
given  authority  to  prevent  it.  That 
would  be  a  second  bonanza  for  Cuba. 
One  hundred  sixty-one  thousand  eight 
hundred  tons  is  the  second  one,  and  a 
very  considerable  one.  The  total  of 
those  two  make  practically  1  million 
tons,  with  a  value  of  about  $100  million, 
which  Cuba  will  receive  by  way  of 
bonanzas  in  the  next  few  weeks,  unless 
the  President  is  given  authority  to  deal 
effectively  with  this  matter. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  just 
the  kind  of  proposal  that  I  advocate,  to 
give  the  President  the  power  to  deal  with 
it.  Why  should  we  assign  quotas?  I 
have  the  privilege  of  serving  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance,  which  will  have  juris¬ 
diction  of  this  subject  if  it  gets  to  the 
committee.  I  would  be  interested  in 
looking  into  it.  For  us  to  attempt  to 
reassign  quotas  without  having  any  con¬ 
cept  of  how  they  are  to  be  reassigned 
seems  to  me  to  be  ridiculous.  I  would 
rather  turn  it  over  to  the  President  than 
vote  in  the  dark,  as  we  are  asked  to  do, 
with  only  a  few  people  knowing  who 
would  be  benefited.  These  countries 
have  lobbyists  working  on  the  House 
side,  and  no  doubt  they  have  had  the 
benefit  of  some  knowledge  on  these 
points,  but  we  have  not  been  able  to 
study  the  question  at  all.  I  would  prefer 
to  tell  the  President,  “Go  ahead  and  buy 
sugar  on  any  basis  you  please.” 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  propound  a  pai’liamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Earlier  in  our  dis¬ 
cussion  the  majority  leader  expressed 
the  opinion  that  the  sugar  bill  could  be 
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attached  to  a  House-passed  bill.  I 
should  like  to  inquire  whether  the  reso¬ 
lution  may  be  properly  attached  to  a 
House-passed  bill  which  has  come  to 
us  and  has  been  assigned  to  the  Finance 
Committee? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  it  can  be,  because  there  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  of  germaneness. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  circumstances,  I  suggest  that  we 
might  consider  attaching  this  resolution 
to  another  House  passed  bill,  and  thus 
leave  the  sugar  bill  where  it  is,  reposing 
in  the  Committee  on  Finance,  and  not 
risk  not  being  able  to  get  a  bill  to  handle 
when  we  come  back  in  August. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Such  a  suggestion 
would,  of  course,  meet  one  of  the  main 
objections  I  raised  a  while  ago.  How¬ 
ever,  if  we  did  that,  it  would  be  useless, 
because  the  House  would  be  adament  in 
saying,  “You  will  send  us  our  bill,  or  you 
will  get  nothing.”  And  that  is  what  we 
would  get. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  think  it  is  important 
that  we  legislate  on  sugar  in  the  near 
future.  It  seems  to  me  it  would  be  the 
part  of  wisdom  for  the  Senate  to  rescind 
its  recess  resolution,  that  this  measure 
be  referred  to  the  committee  for  2  or  3 
days,  and  that  we  complete  the  legisla¬ 
tion  next  week. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  wish  to  modify 
my  amendment  so  that  I  may  meet  the 
point  raised  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield,  provided  I 
do  not  lose  the  floor. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  on 
page  4,  line  3,  I  propose  to  strike  out 
“shall  first”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“may.” 

On  page  four,  line  11,  strike  out  "shall 
next”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “may.” 

That  would  leave  the  matter  com¬ 
pletely  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  he  will  not  have 
the  power  to  purchase. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  He  will  have  the 
power  to  purchase. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  send  his 
amendment  to  the  desk? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  call  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  the 
fact  that  on  page  3  the  President  would 
be  empowered  to  deal  with  the  Cuban 
quota,  and  if  he  should  decide  to  take 
away  any  amount  that  he  desires,  so  far 
as  that  goes,  it  shall  be  apportioned  as 
follows,  and  I  quote : 

First,  there  shall  be  allotted  to  other  for¬ 
eign  countries  for  which  quotas  are  assigned, 
or  portions  thereof,  not  less  than  3,000  or 
more  than  10,000  short  tons,  so  that  any 
country  receiving  from  3,000  tons  to  10,000 
tons  may  all  receive  10,000  tons. 
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The  resolution  which  we  originally  pro¬ 
posed  dealt  with  the  problem  in  this 
manner:  We  sought  to  give  the  President 
the  power  to  deal  with  the  Cuban  quota, 
and  in  the  next  section  we  gave  him  the 
power  to  go  into  the  open  market  and 
buy  sugar  from  wherever  he  could  buy  it, 
without  in  any  manner  making  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  countries  from  whom  we 
purchased  to  believe  that  we  were  giv¬ 
ing  them  an  allocation  of  sugar.  We 
would  buy  on  the  open  market,  the  same 
as  anybody  else  would  buy  from  those 
foreign  countries. 

As  certainly  as  we  pass  the  resolution, 
we  shall  give  ourselves  more  trouble  than 
we  now  have.  We  will  only  multiply  our 
troubles  with  the  countries  of  South 
America  and  Central  America.  They 
are  very,  very  sensitive  people.  They 
cannot  be  made  to  understand  why  it  is 
that  we  allocate  to  them  10,000  tons  this 
year,  and  give  them  the  right  to  sell  that 
and  obtain  a  2-cent  differential,  and 
then  the  next  year  take  it  away  from 
them.  They  will  not  understand  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  May  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  if  he  has  any  copies  of  the 
proposed  bill  on  that  side  of  the  aisle? 
I  am  being  accused  of  having  the  only 
copy  available  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  a  committee 
print  of  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Good.  Then  there  are 
two  copies. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  are  only  two  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I  am  advised. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  yield  the  floor  for  the 
time  being. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mi-.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  who 
is  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  if  he  believes  it 
would  be  a  practical  solution  to  this  prob¬ 
lem,  and  would  serve  the  immediate 
purposes  of  the  moment,  if  we  merely 
struck  everything  in  the  House  sugar 
bill  as  it  came  over  and  substituted  the 
language  of  the  Senate  resolution  which 
we  sent  to  the  House  today,  or  yesterday, 
or  whenever  it  was,  with  respect  to  the 
authority  of  the  President. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  much  pre¬ 
fer  that,  except  that  in  so  doing  we  will 
lose  the  only  vehicle  we  have  with  which 
to  write  a  sugar  bill  when  we  return  in 
August. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Yes;  I  under¬ 
stand. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  will  happen, 
as  I  pointed  out,  is  that  there  will  be 
delays  on  the  part  of  the  House.  The 
House  will  wait,  just  as  surely  as  I  am 
speaking,  until  perhaps  2  days  before 
Labor  Day,  which  will  be  about  when 
we  might  expect  to  adjourn,  put  a  bill 
on  the  desk,  and  say,  “Pass  that  or  get 
nothing.”  That  is  what  will  happen 
again.  That,  to  me,  is  one  of  the  main 
reasons  why  we  should  not  use  this  bill 
tonight  in  order  to  do  what  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and 
other  Senators  have  proposed. 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  three  segments  of  government  to 
consider  with  reference  to  this  proposal. 
The  first  is  the  House,  where  it  origi¬ 
nated.  The  House  has  some  pride  about 
it.  That  was  evidenced  by  the  resolu¬ 
tion  they  sent  over,  lecturing  us  on  their 
constitutional  prerogatives  and  the  eva¬ 
sion  of  those  prerogatives  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  That  is  not  unusual.  I  remember 
all  the  speeches  I  made  on  the  House 
floor  when  I  was  a  Member,  and  how  I 
used  to  scold  the  Senate,  as  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend.  Representative  Anderson 
remembers.  He  served  with  me  and  re¬ 
members  well  how  we  stood  on  our  pre¬ 
rogative  and  scolded  the  Senate. 

Still,  we  must  be  mindful  of  the  fact 
that  the  House  has  sent  us  a  bill.  We 
cannot  simply  take  the  position  that  the 
Senate  will  entirely  dictate  what  will 
happen  in  this  field.  That  is  the  first 
point. 

Second,  the  President  and  the  State 
Department  have  some  interest  in  this 
matter.  I  have  talked  with  represent¬ 
atives  of  the  State  Department.  They 
think  we  have  this  measure  in  reason¬ 
ably  good  shape,  notwithstanding  all  the 
speculations  as  to  its  impact  on  foreign 
policy  and  what  it  may  do  to  our  rela¬ 
tionships  with  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries.  I  can  say  that  with  knowledge 
and  with  authority  now. 

We  have  the  President  to  consider.  I 
think  I  can  speak  with  knowledge  on 
that  subject,  after  a  discussion  with  the 
White  House  not  too  long  ago.  This  bill 
would  be  acceptable.  All  of  those  fac¬ 
tors  must  be  considered  if  we  plan  to 
tear  the  bill  apart. 

Second,  I  point  out  that  we  forget  that 
we  are  amending  the  title  of  the  bill.  As 
it  came  from  the  House,  it  was  to  extend 
for  1  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended.  The  title  has  been  amended, 
as  suggested  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  It  reads:  “To  Amend 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  Amended.” 
We  do  not  extend  the  act  which  dies  on 
December  31  of  this  year.  We  merely 
amend  it,  and  then  we  will  give  further 
attention  to  the  matter  when  we  return 
on  August  8,  after  the  recess. 

The  third  thing  I  point  out  is  that  we 
give  the  President  the  power,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  title  2,  for  the 
remainder  of  1960,  from  now,  during  the 
existence  of  the  Sugar  Act  and  no  fur¬ 
ther,  to  deal  with  the  Cuban  situation. 

The  President  may  do  one  thing  or 
another,  but  this  I  know:  The  intensity 
of  his  feeling  on  this  subject,  because  of 
the  deterioration  of  that  condition,  is 
such  that  he  is  quite  insistent  that  he 
have  a  weapon  with  which  to  deal  with 
the  situation  before  Congress  goes  home. 

If  we  fail  to  do  so,  assuming,  of  course, 
that  it  is  constitutionally  appropriate 
and  correct,  the  President  will  call  us 
back.  I  believe  I  can  say  that  tonight  on 
the  Senate  floor  with  authority,  and  with 
the  approval  of  the  White  House,  because 
evidently  the  executive  department  is  in 
possession  of  information  with  respect 
to  Cuba  which  we  do  not  possess.  That 
is  the  reason  why  there  is  such  an  in¬ 
tensity  of  feeling  on  this  subject. 

So  something  must  be  done.  If  we  do 
not  do  it  tonight — assuming,  of  course, 


that  the  House  waits  on  us — then  of 
course  we  shall  have  to  do  it  next  week — • 
either  on  Monday  or  Tuesday  or  Wednes¬ 
day,  or  sometime  before  we  leave  Wash¬ 
ington.  That  is  just  as  certain  as  it  is 
certain  that  I  am  standing  in  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  tonight. 

Next,  we  struck  out  some  of  these  com¬ 
plicated  provisions. 

And  then — in  line  with  the  new  sug¬ 
gestions  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  a  one-time 
very  distinguished  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  who  was  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  when  I  was  chairman  of  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture,  and  had 
to  deal  with  him  on  this  very  subject,  as 
he  so  very  well  knows — what  we  do :  If  we 
are  going  to  cut  a  quota  somewhere  and 
if  we  are  going  to  make  provision  for 
providing  sugar  for  the  American  peo¬ 
ple,  we  have  to  find  a  deficit.  Where 
shall  we  find  it?  The  bill  first  said  “shall 
first  be  allocated  to  other  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.”  By  means  of  the  amendment, 
that  has  now  been  modified  to  say  that  it 
“may  first  be  allocated  to  other  foreign 
countries.”  That  takes  care  of  the  five 
countries  enumerated  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

The  next  amendment  is  to  change,  on 
page  4,  in  subparagraph  (ii)  the  word 
“shall”  to  “may”,  so  there  “may  next  be 
apportioned  to  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  15  per  centum  of  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  such  importation.”  That 
puts  the  discretion  into  the  hands  of  the 
President. 

Does  any  Senator  think  the  President 
will  deal  inequitably  not  only  with  the 
foreign  countries,  but  also  with  the 
Philippines?  Certainly  not  if  we  know 
the  temper  of  the  President.  He  is  one 
of  the  fairest  and  most  equitable  persons 
ever  to  grace  the  White  House,  and  he 
will  rely  on  the  suggestions  and  the  ad¬ 
vice  of  those  who  have  competence  and 
expert  knowledge  in  this  field. 

Finally,  we  say:  “The  balance,  includ¬ 
ing  any  unfilled  balance  from  alloca¬ 
tions,”  and  so  forth,  “may  be  purchased” 
in  certain  areas.  Why  was  that  done? 
It  was  done  for  a  very  good  reason.  The 
State  Department  and  the  White  House 
were  fearful  that  if  we  left  the  word 
“shall”  in  the  bill,  the  President  would 
have  to  buy  sugar  from  Trujillo — from 
the  Dominican  Republic;  and  that  gave 
the  President  great  concern.  So  that 
part  has  been  modified. 

When  we  stop  and  consider  that  we 
have  to  satisfy  the  Senate  and  satisfy  the 
House  and  satisfy  the  State  Department 
and  satisfy  the  Chief  Executive,  I  think 
this  bill — notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
it  comes  here  at  a  most  unseasonable 
hour,  when  the  spirit  droops  and  when 
the  mind  is  not  too  acute  and  not  too 
perceptive — and  I  do  not  mind  confess¬ 
ing  publicly  that  I  am  growing  pretty 
tired,  myself,  because  I  got  in  bed  at 
2  o’clock  yesterday  morning,  and  now  the 
clock  shows  5  minutes  after  1 — raises  this 
question:  Assuming  that  the  House  will 
wait,  are  we  going  to  get  this  job  done, 
and  for  how  long?  Until  August  8,  no 
longer.  Then  we  will  be  back  here,  to 
work  our  will  on  it,  because  we  shall  not 
have  extended  the  Sugar  Act;  we  shall 
simply  have  amended  it,  to  provide  emer- 
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gency  powers  to  the  President.  And  at 
the  same  time  we  shall  make  it  possible 
to  procure  sugar  from  various  areas,  and 
still  maintain  a  very  sweet  relationship 
with  those  countries.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  sugary  rela¬ 
tionship.  [Laughter.] 

If  I  know  the  temper  of  the  President, 
he  would  proceed  most  cautiously,  so  as 
not  to  offend  any  country,  and  would 
express  the  hope  that  after  we  have  re¬ 
turned  from  the  recess,  the  Congress 
would  quickly  give  this  matter  primary 
consideration,  because  the  Sugar  Act  ex¬ 
pires  on  December  31,  and  this  measure 
does  not  extend  the  act;  it  merely 
amends  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
stated  my  case;  but  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  change 
of  the  word  “shall”  to  “may”  makes  a 
great  amount  of  difference,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  well  knows. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes;  I  think  so. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  In  view  of 
the  changes,  it  seems  to  me  the  measure 
is  put  pretty  much  in  line  with  what 
the  Senate  agreed  to,  by  unanimous  vote, 
as  temporary  authority  to  handle  this 
matter,  which  the  President  could  exer¬ 
cise  during  the  next  30  days.  Upon 
that  basis,  I  feel  very  much  more  at¬ 
tracted  to  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
one  further  observation  to  make,  and 
then  I  shall  resume  my  seat:  I  assume 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  will  offer  a  substi¬ 
tute  which,  in  effect,  will  leave  in  only 
the  Cuban  portion,  on  page  3  of  the 
measure,  and  will  strike  out  all  else.  I 
have  not  seen  the  text;  but  from  his  dis¬ 
cussion,  I  assume  that  is  what  he  will  do. 

If  that  is  what  he  does,  the  measure 
then  will  say  nothing,  of  course,  about 
procuring  sugar  to  meet  the  deficit  if  the 
Cuban  quota  is  cut.  This  has  some 
specifics;  but  under  the  new  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  it  will  be  put  on  a  permissive 
basis,  not  a  mandatory  basis,  and  will 
effectuate  the  same  result. 

Finally,  let  me  point  out  that  a  little 
pride  is  involved — the  pride  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  I  do  not  want  to 
affront  the  House.  I  think  this  bill, 
with  these  suggestions  and  these  amend¬ 
ments,  is  the  most  agreeable  thing  we 
can  do;  and  I  earnestly  and  fervently 
hope  that  although  it  is  10  minutes 
after  1,  the  House  of  Representatives 
will  still  be  patient  a  while  longer,  and 
that  we  can  get  this  matter  disposed  of. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  prepared  to  vote. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  di¬ 
rect  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  to  the  changes  he  has  just 
now  suggested. 

I  suggest  that  on  page  4,  in  line  3,  we 
do  what  we  did  in  line  16,  namely,  change 
the  word  “allocated  to”  to  “purchased 
from.”  We  do  not  want  to  create  the 
impression  of  an  allocation,  at  that  point 
in  the  bill,  any  more  than  we  did  in 
the  line  farther  down  on  that  page. 


Would  the  Senator  consider  that  would 
be  a  wise  extension  of  his  second  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  suggestion  improves  my  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  modify  my  amendment,  in 
line  3,  to  read  “There  may  be  purchased 
from  other  foreign  countries.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
modification  will  be  made. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  And  in  line  1 1 ,  should 
we  not  use  the  same  language — “There 
may  be  purchased  from  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines”  ? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes;  and  I  so 
modify  the  amendment  in  line  11. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  modified  accordingly. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  one  thing  has  not  been  mentioned — 
namely,  that  by  the  language  on  page  3 
of  the  bill,  a  certain  part  of  the  Cuban 
allotment,  if  it  were  canceled,  would 
come  to  domestic  sugar  producers  to  fill, 
if  they  had  the  sugar  with  which  to  fill 
it.  I  do  not  believe  that  has  been 
mentioned. 

Senators  will  note  in  lines  21  to  23  that 
that  is  set  forth  in  these  words: 

Provided,  however,  That  any  part  of  such 
quantity  equivalent  to  the  proratlon  of  do¬ 
mestic  deficits  to  the  country  whose  quota 
has  been  reduced  may  be  allocated  to  do¬ 
mestic  areas. 

I  call  attention  to  that  fact,  because  in 
the  memorandum  coming  from  Mr. 
Myers,  I  note  that  161,800  tons  would 
come  under  that  classification — that  is, 
Cuba’s  share  of  deficits  which  will  go  to 
her  within  the  next  few  days  unless  the 
President  is  left  with  power  to  cancel 
that.  And,  judging  from  what  I  have 
heard  about  the  sugar  that  is  available 
in  this  country,  I  think  much  of  that 
would  be  available  to  be  supplied. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
convinced  by  the  arguments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  that  the  changing  of 
the  word  “shall”  to  “may”  changes  the 
situation  in  the  least,  but  the  bill  is 
still  restricted  to  the  same  countries 
under  the  word  “may”  as  under  the  word 
“shall.”  I  do  not  see  that  it  makes  the 
slightest  bit  of  difference. 

Here  we  are  trying  to  write  a  sugar 
bill,  even  though  a  temporary  one,  at  10 
minutes  past  1  on  Sunday  morning,  and 
there  are  many  people  to  be  affected  by 
what  we  do  here  tonight:  the  domestic 
cane  producers,  the  beet  producers,  the 
foreign  countries  with  which  we  try  to 
get  along  on  reasonable  terms,  the  do¬ 
mestic  consumers — 180  million  of  them — 
and,  if  one  wants  to  add  another  group, 
those  who  have  investments  in  the  sugar 
industry.  They  are  a  reasonably  import¬ 
ant  consideration. 

I  think  we  are  making  a  horrbile  mis¬ 
take  in  trying  to  write  a  sugar  bill  at 
this  late  hour. 

If  the  President  wants  authority  to 
deal  with  the  Cuban  situation,  he  can 
find  it  in  the  five  lines  at  the  top  of  page 
3,  and  he  does  not  need  the  rest  of  the 
complicated  bill. 

I  cannot,  for  the  life  of  me,  see  how 
anyone  expects  us  to  vote  on  all  the  com¬ 


plicated  matter  contained  in  the  bill.  We 
do  not  have  copies  of  the  bill.  We  do 
not  have  information  on  it.  We  have  had 
no  hearings  of  any  kind. 

I  think  it  is  going  to  be  pretty  bad 
business,  and  possibly  costly  business,  if 
we  try  to  write  a  sugar  bill  at  10  minutes 
past  1  o’clock  on  Sunday  morning. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  we  ought 
to  have  a  quorum  here,  and  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum.  If  anyone  wants 
to  ride  roughshod  over  the  Senate,  let 
him  try  it,  but  I  want  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  withhold  his  request? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
aware  of  the  pressures  being  exerted  to 
obtain  an  immediate  vote,  but  I  have 
been  in  this  situation,  in  my  16  years  in 
the  Senate,  so  many  times  that  shouts  of 
“vote”  do  not  bother  me  when  I  want  to 
seiwe  notice  of  a  mistake  the  Senate  is 
about  to  make. 

I  agree  with  everything  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  has  said.  He  is  one  of 
the  most  able  members  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee.  He  and  I  have 
traveled  throughout  Latin  America,  as 
have  other  members  of  the  committee. 
We  have  been  confronted  in  capital  after 
capital  all  over  Latin  America  with  the 
sugar  quota  problem.  It  happens  al¬ 
ready  to  be  one  of  the  causes  of  a  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  discontent  through 
Latin  America.  In  spite  of  all  the  work 
we  have  been  trying  to  do  on  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  in  respect  to  it, 
we  are  confronted  here,  on  this  Sunday 
morning,  at  1:15  a.m.,  with  pressures 
for  speedy  action  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  the  United  States,  without  a  min¬ 
ute  of  hearings  on  the  proposal,  on  the 
sugar  quota  problem,  that  is  going  to 
arise  to  plague  us  time  and  time  again. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  is  correct 
when  he  points  out  that  changing  the 
word  “shall”  to  “may”  does  not  in  any 
way  change  the  fact  that  the  House  pro¬ 
posal,  in  effect,  limits  the  action  to  the 
countries  mentioned  therein,  and  they 
are  going  to  continue  to  believe  they  have 
some  rights  vested  in  them  through  the 
passage  of  this  bill. 

The  countries  in  Latin  America  are  not 
interested  in  parliamentary  gymnastics 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
over  the  word  “shall”  or  “may.”  So  far 
as  they  are  concerned,  they  will  think 
the  word  “may”  gives  them  the  same 
right  as  the  word  “shall.”  I  invite  Sen¬ 
ators  to  go  down  there  to  try  to  explain 
the  difference  to  them,  and  they  will  see 
what  the  response  will  be. 

As  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
pointed  out,  we  do  not  have  to  have  the 
Anderson  amendments  in  the  bill  other 
than  the  provision  which  provides  au¬ 
thority  to  the  President  to  take  the  ac¬ 
tion  necessary  in  order  to  fix  the  Cuban 
quota. 

Let  us  look  at  what  the  administration 
has  said  to  us  in  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  I  am  accustomed  to  hear¬ 
ing,  at  the  last  minute  in  debate,  about 
some  telephone  conversation  that  has 
been  held  between  the  leader  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  White  House,  or  the  State 
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Department,  or  some  other  department 
of  the  Government.  It  always  makes  a 
great  deal  of  difference  when  one  has 
those  representatives  before  the  commit¬ 
tee,  in  hearings,  presenting  testimony, 
and  subject  to  examination  upon  that 
testimony. 

We  have  had  representatives  of  the 
State  Department  before  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  and  they  have 
never  testified  in  support  of  any  such 
proposal  as  that  before  the  Senate  to¬ 
night.  What  they  have  testified  to  is 
that  they  need  the  very  substitute  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  are  going  to  offer  before 
the  Senate  finally  disposes  of  the  matter. 
Whether  the  Senate  likes  it  or  not,  the 
Senate  is  going  to  be  given  the  chance 
to  vote  on  it,  and  there  is  going  to  be  an 
urging  to  have  a  yea  and  nay  vote  on 
it,  because  on  a  matter  as  vital  as  this, 
I  think  Members  of  the  Senate  ought 
to  stand  up  and  be  counted  on  a  record 
vote. 

Representatives  of  the  executive  de¬ 
partment  have  come  before  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee.  We  have  had  sev¬ 
eral  briefings  on  this  matter  in  which 
there  have  been  discussions  of  the  sugar 
quota  problem.  Every  time  the  State  De¬ 
partment  representatives  have  talked  to 
us,  they  have  talked  to  us  in  terms  of  the 
recommendation  that  we  give  to  the 
President  the  power  the  substitute  we 
are  going  to  offer  will  seek  to  give  to 
him  to  administer  the  Cuban  quota  this 
year.  The  important  thing  is  to  give 
the  President  the  power.  The  State  De¬ 
partment  officials  have  said  that  this  is 
the  important  thing,  when  they  have 
been  given  the  opportunity  to  testify  on 
it. 

I  am  not  at  all  persuaded  by  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  the 
administration  would  go  along  with  the 
bill.  I  expect  the  administration  would, 
if  it  thought  it  could  not  get  anything 
better.  But  I  am  satisfied  that  if  the 
administration  were  given  the  opportun¬ 
ity  to  testify  on  this  matter  and  to  ex¬ 
press  its  preference,  it  would  not  say  it 
wanted  the  pending  proposal,  but  it 
would  say  it  wanted  the  power  to  be  given 
to  the  President  for  the  time  being,  until 
the  Congress  can  work  out  a  strong 
Sugar  Act.  That  should  be  the  job  be¬ 
fore  us  when  we  get  back  here  in  August, 
and  that  is  what  we  should  do,  rather 
than  to  create  the  problems  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  create  by  adopting  the  Anderson 
amendments  in  their  present  form. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  had  a  great 
deal  of  trouble  in  Guatemala,  and  we 
have  taken  a  pretty  vigorous  stand  as  a 
nation  with  regard  to  Guatemala. 
Things  have  been  coming  along  in 
Guatemala.  I  know  of  no  Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  government  that  has  been  more 
anti-Castor  than  has  Guatemala  in  re¬ 
cent  months.  But  it  is  also  well  known 
that  Guatemala  thinks  it  is  getting  a  raw 
deal  on  sugar,  and  our  Government’s 
policies  on  sugar  toward  that  country  are 
a  source  of  ill  will.  We  shall  make  it 
worse  tonight  if  we  adopt  the  Anderson 
amendments  in  their  present  form,  be¬ 
cause  the  people  of  Guatemala  are  go¬ 
ing  to  interpret  the  action  as  leaving 
them  outside,  looking  in. 


Ecuador  is  another  country  in  which 
we  have  some  serious  problems.  In 
Ecuador  the  sugar  policy  is  one  of  the 
bases  of  criticisms  of  Ecuador  against 
the  United  States.  We  are  about  to 
adopt  amendments  tonight  that  will  be 
interpreted  by  many  persons  in  Ecua¬ 
dor  as  being  another  slap  in  their  face, 
and  as  playing  into  the  hands  of  the 
Communists  in  Ecuador. 

There  is  El  Salvador.  We  are  having 
our  troubles  in  El  Salvador.  Here,  again, 
American  sugar  policy  is  one  of  the  bases 
of  the  criticisms  against  the  United 
States,  and  they  are  going  to  interpret 
the  amendments  as  a  slap  in  their  face. 

I  have  already  mentioned  Colombia, 
Venezuela,  and  Brazil. 

I  am  at  a  complete  loss  to  understand 
how  we  can  be  this  shortsighted.  There 
can  be  no  excuse  that  we  are  under  pres¬ 
sure  and  that  we  can  justify  this  action 
because  we  are  under  pressure. 

The  fact  is  that  all  we  need  to  do 
between  now  and  August  8  is  to  pass 
that  section  of  the  Anderson  amend¬ 
ments  which  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
pointed  out  would  give  to  the  President 
the  discretionary  power  to  follow  the 
course  of  action  he  thinks  necessary  in 
our  best  national  interest  in  respect  to 
the  Cuban  sugar  quota. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  says  that 
my  subsitute  is  not  going  to  do  anything 
about  the  deficit.  We  do  not  need  to  do 
do  anything  about  the  deficit  between 
now  and  August  8.  If  we  return  August 
8,  we  can  take  cafe  of  the  deficit  prob¬ 
lem  then.  We  do  not  have  to  take  care  of 
the  deficit  problem  in  any  amendment 
adopted  tonight. 

The  job  before  the  U.S.  Senate  tonight 
is  to  adopt  what  we  believe  is  a  sugar 
program  which  will  be  in  the  best  foreign 
policy  interests  of  the  United  States. 

What  Senators  are  trying  to  do,  in  my 
judgment,  is  to  fly  in  the  face  of  facts  on 
the  basis  of  the  argument  that  the  House 
has  the  heat  on. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  scorch  very 
easily.  I  have  an  asbestos  hide. 

I  think  we  ought  to  submit  the  situa¬ 
tion  to  the  House.  The  House  has  some 
responsibility,  too,  in  respect  to  Ameri¬ 
can  foreign  relations  in  Latin  America. 
I  have  great  respect  for  the  Members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives.  I  have 
such  respect  for  the  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  that  I  think  if 
we  took  a  little  time  between  now  and 
sunrise  for  people  in  the  House  to  ex¬ 
plain  to  the  Members  of  the  House  the 
problems  the  bill  will  create  in  Latin 
America,  the  House  Members  will  decide, 
now  that  we  have  respected  their  pro¬ 
cedural  rights,  and  now  that  the  bill  goes 
to  them  in  a  proper  parliamentary  form, 
that  they  should  recede  from  their  posi¬ 
tion  and  join  with  us  in  the  position  that 
they,  also,  do  not  wish  to  follow  a  course 
of  action  which  would  create  greater 
problems  between  the  United  States  and 
the  countries  of  Latin  America. 

I  do  not  ask  Senators  to  follow  this 
course  of  action  merely  because  those  of 
us  on  the  subcommittee  which  deals  with 
Latin  American  affairs  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  are 
seeking  to  warn  the  Senate — we  hope 
before  it  is  too  late — about  the  great 


mistake  the  Senate  my  make  tonight. 
The  chairman  of  the  Oommittee  on  Agri- 
cultui’e  and  Forestry  [Mr.  Ellender]  has 
also  warned  Senators.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  who  is  one  of  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Foregin 
Relations,  and  one  of  our  keen  students 
of  Latin  American  problems,  has  been 
warning  the  Senate. 

This  is  not  a  time  for  haste.  Now  is 
a  time  to  put  up  a  sign  in  the  Senate, 
saying:  “Go  slow.  Take  your  time.” 

Although  I  think  we  could  do  what 
I  have  suggested  between  now  and  morn¬ 
ing,  if  we  do  not  wish  to  do  it  that  way, 
if  we  wish  to  have  more  time,  and  even 
though  I  should  like  to  see  us  recess  be¬ 
tween  now  and  morning,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  we  ought  to  come  back  on  Monday 
and  take  more  time  to  legislate  on  Mon¬ 
day. 

I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  go  along 
with  what  I  am  satisfied  will  prove  to  be 
a  great  mistake  insofar  as  American 
foreign  policy  is  concerned. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson.] 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  fur¬ 
ther  proceedings  under  the  quorum  call 
be  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  DWORSIIAK.  Mr.  President,  I 
object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard.  The  clerk  will  continue 
to  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and  con¬ 
cluded  the  call  of  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names : 

[No.  275] 


Aiken 

Green 

McCarthy 

Allott 

Gruening 

McCleUan 

Anderson 

Hart 

Mansfield 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Morse 

Bennett 

Hayden 

Morton 

Brunsdale 

Hickenlooper 

Moss 

Carroll 

Holland 

Mundt 

Case,  N.J. 

Hruska 

Muskie 

Case,  S.  Dale. 

Humphrey 

Prouty 

Church 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Clark 

Javlts 

Randolph 

Curtis 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Scott 

Dlrksen 

Jordan 

Smith 

Dodd 

Keating 

Sparkman 

Dworshak 

Kefauver 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

Kuchel 

Williams,  N.J. 

Engle 

Lausche 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Long,  La. 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fong 

Lusk 

Young,  Ohio 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Does  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  understand 
the  situation  correctly  that  the  vote  .will 
come  on  the  Anderson  amendments 
which  are  in  the  nature  of  perfecting 
amendments,  and  that  if  they  should  be 
agreed  to,  it  will  still  be  in  order  for 
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the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse] 
to  offer  his  motion  as  a  substitute  to 
strike  and  to  insert  a  substitute? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  are  in  the  nature  of  per¬ 
fecting  amendments.  They  take  prece¬ 
dence  over  a  substitute.  Whether  they 
are  agreed  to  or  rejected,  the  proposed 
amendment  or  substitute  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  thank  the  Chair  for  that 
ruling.  I  think  the  Anderson  amend¬ 
ments  are  better  than  the  bill.  I  shall 
vote  for  the  Anderson '  amendments.  I 
think  the  Morse  substitute  would  be  a 
further  improvement  and  I  shall  then 
vote  for  the  Morse  substitute. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Are  the  Anderson 
amendments  a  substitute  for  the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No,  the 
Anderson  amendments  are  perfecting 
amendments,  and  not  a  substitute  for  the 
bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Then  an  amendment 
which  is  a  complete  substitute,  as  I  as¬ 
sume  the  Morse  amendment  is,  would  be 
in  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  in  order-,  whether  the 
perfecting  amendments  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  are  agreed  to 
or  rejected. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  as  modi¬ 
fied.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robert¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland], 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Frear],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr], 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Sten- 
nis]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings]  is  absent  be¬ 
cause  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the 


Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  EastlandJ,  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson], 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Beall], 
the  Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges  and  Mr.  Cotton]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Salton- 
stall]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Martin] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush], 
the  Senators  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson 
and  Mr.  Schoeppel],  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley],  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
are  necessarily  absent.  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senators  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Beall  and  Mr.  Butler],  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges 
and  Mr.  Cotton],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  and 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  50, 
nays  7,  as  follows: 

[No.  276] 

YEAS— 50 


Allott 

Green 

Lusk 

Anderson 

Gruening 

McCarthy 

Bartlett 

Hart 

McClellan 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Mansfield 

Brunsdale 

Hayden 

Morton 

Carroll 

Hickenlooper 

Moss 

Case,  N.J, 

Holland 

Mundt 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Humphrey 

Muskie 

Church 

Jackson 

Scott 

Clark 

Javits 

Smith 

Curtis 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

Jordan 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

Keating 

Williams,  N.J. 

Dworshak 

Kefauver 

Yarborough 

Engle 

Kuchel 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

Lausche 

Young,  Ohio 

Fong 

Long,  La. 

Aiken 

NAYS— 7 

Morse 

Proxmire 

Ellender 

Prouty 

Randolph 

Hruska 

NOT  VOTING — 43 

Beall 

Capehart 

Fulbright 

Bible 

Carlson 

Goldwater 

Bridges 

Chavez! 

Gore 

Bush 

Cooper 

Hennings 

Butler 

Cotton 

HU1 

Byrd,  Va. 

Douglas 

Johnston,  S.O. 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Eastland 

Kennedy 

Cannon 

Frear 

Kerr 

July  5 


Long.  Hawaii 

McGee 

McNamara 

Magnuson 

Martin 

Monroney 

Murray 


O’Mahoney 

Pastore 

Robertson 

Russell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Smathers 


Stennis 

Symington 

Talmadge 

Wiley 

Williams,  Del. 


So  the  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  move  to  lay  on  the 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
an  amendment  in  the  form  of  a  sub¬ 
stitute  which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask 
to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clfrk.  It  is  proposed 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  to  insert  the  following: 

That  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

The  President  shall  determine  the  quota 
for  Cuba  under  such  Act  for  the  balance 
of  the  calendar  year  1960  in  such  amount 
or  amounts  as  he  shall  find  from  time  to 
time  to  be  in  the  national  interest. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  'What 
was  the  year  reference?  Was  it  fiscal 
year  1960? 

Mr.  MORSE.  1960.  It  is  the  same  as 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota,  Is  it  the 
calendar  year? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  took  it  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Which  is  it?  It  makes 
quite  a  bit  of  difference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  that  the  amendment 
reads  “calendar  year.” 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  says  he  is  willing  to 
limit  debate  to  10  minutes  on  each  side, 
if  he  can  have  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
amendment. 

If  that  is  agreeable,  all  Senators  will 
know  that  we  shall  vote  shortly.  I  ask 
that  10  minutes  of  debate  be  allowed  on 
each  side,  and  that  the  yeas  and  nays 
be  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  with  respect  to  the  time  limitation? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
would  like  to  have  a  half  minute  out  of 
the  10  minutes.  I  shall  not  object  to 
the  10-minute  limitation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  with  respect  to  the  time  limitation? 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case] 
a  question  in  regard  to  the  question 
which  he  raised.  Is  the  amendment  in 
its  present  form  the  way  he  wanted  it? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  wanted 
it  to  apply  to  the  calendar  year,  because 
the  fiscal  year  1960  has  already  passed. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  yield  himself? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  myself  3 
minutes. 

We  have  already  debated  this  matter 
at  great  length.  I  merely  wish  to  sum¬ 
marize  what  I  have  already  pointed  out. 

First,  my  amendment  puts  the  Senate 
in  the  same  position  it  was  in  when  we 
sent  the  resolution  to  the  House  orig¬ 
inally,  except  that  we  are  now  in  proper 
parliamentary  form.  We  have  the  pro¬ 
posal  as  an  amendment  to  a  House  bill. 
We  have  respected  the  rights  of  the 
House,  which  should  always  be  respected. 

Second,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  the 
Anderson  amendment,  in  my  judgment, 
can  create  serious  difficulties  through¬ 
out  Latin  America,  because  it  will  be  in¬ 
terpreted  as  a  slap  in  the  face  of  a  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  Latin  American 
countries,  such  as  Brazil,  Colombia, 
Venezuela,  El  Salvador,  Ecuador,  and 
Guatemala.  Let  us  not  forget  that  these 
countries  are  among  our  greatest  friends, 
and  are  very  outstanding  anti-Castro 
nations. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  also  like  to  point 
out  that  if  the  authority  in  the  Ander¬ 
son  amendments  is  granted  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  he  reduces  the  Cuban  quota  for 
sugar,  without  allocating  it  to  any  other 
countries,  the  price  of  sugar  to  the  con¬ 
sumers  in  America  will  go  up,  and  some¬ 
one  is  going  to  make  a  big  killing. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  stresses  the  fact  that  the  American 
consumers  have  a  great  interest.  We 
pointed  out  that  we  have  had  no  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  matter,  which  involves  a 
very  important  American  foreign  policy 
problem. 

I  yield  myself  2  additional  minutes. 

When  the  administration  witnesses 
have  appeared  before  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  in  regard  to  the  sugar 
matter — and  they  have  been  before  us 
several  times — they  have  been  urging 
that  we  place  in  the  hands  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  some  kind  of  power  to  administer 
the  Cuban  quota,  as  a  weapon  with 
which  to  meet  the  Cuban  crisis.  This  is 
what  I  have  proposed  to  do  in  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

Even  though  the  hour  is  late,  I  believe 
the  House  ought  to  be  given  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  strengthen  the  President’s  hand 
without,  at  the  same  time,  following  a 
course  of  action  which  will  weaken  our 
position  in  a  great  many  parts  of  Latin 
America. 

We  are  to  return  on  August  8,  and  on 
August  8  we  can  start  to  come  to  grips 
with  the  sugar  bill  problem. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  has  said  that  my  amendment  does 
not  take  care  of  the  deficit  problem. 
That  is  true.  It  is  not  intended  to.  The 
Sugar  Act  should  do  that.  We  should 
decide  that  problem  in  August,  when  we 
get  back.  We  should  then  have  full 
hearings,  with  State  Department  officials 
giving  testimony  in  chief  and  on  cross- 
examination.  In  this  way  we  can  find 
out  on  the  record  what  the  administra¬ 
tion  needs  in  order  to  handle  this 
problem. 


I  now  yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  agree  with  the  general  observations  of 
the  Senator  from  Oregon.  The  House 
bill,  as  it  came  to  the  Senate,  would,  in 
my  judgment  as  a  member  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  raise  some  very 
complicated  international  problems, 
especially  with  Latin  America  and  some 
of  our  friends. 

I  believe  that  the  bill  with  Anderson 
perfecting  amendments  is  much  better 
than  the  House  bill  as  it  came  over. 
Therefore,  I  voted  for  the  Anderson 
amendments,  so  that  if  we  could  not  get 
the  substitute  which  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  offering,  we  would  at  least 
have  the  Anderson  amendments. 

I  believe  that  what  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  offering — and  it  is  in  effect  the 
resolution  which  was  sent  to  the  House 
by  the  Senate  earlier — is  infinitely  better 
than  the  Anderson  amendments.  It  will 
give  the  President  leeway  to  handle  the 
situation  without  manipulating  the 
quotas  and  causing  embarrassment.  It 
will  answer  the  question.  Then  when  we 
come  back  we  can  give  orderly  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  matter  and  proceed  in  an 
orderly  way  that  will  be  satisfactory  all 
around. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  point  out  that  by  the  adoption  of 
the  measure  now  before  the  Senate  we 
will  be  redoing  what  we  did  last  night, 
by  adopting  the  substance  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  which  was  approved  by  the  Senate 
and  sent  to  the  other  body. 

That  is  precisely  what  we  will  be  doing 
under  the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon.  The  situation  is  simple.  We 
will  have  had  no  hearings  whatever  in 
that  regard.  It  involves  many  serious 
implications.  The  cry  of  the  Nation  to¬ 
day  is  for  some  implementation  of  means 
to  deal  with  some  shameful  conduct  by 
those  in  charge  of  the  Cuban  Govern¬ 
ment,  which  has  been  directed  against 
citizens  and  investors  of  this  Nation. 

If  the  Senate  rejects  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  it  will  mean 
that  we  will  fail  to  face  up  to  our  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  reserve  the  rest  of  my 
time.  I  am  willing  to  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time  if  the  other  side  is 
willing  to  do  the  same. 

Mr.  JOHNSON'  of  Texas.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it 
would  be  fantastic  if  after  marching  up 
the  hill  we  were  to  march  down  again, 
and  strip  the  Anderson  proposal.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  takes  just  about 
everything  out  of  it  and  leaves  only  the 
naked  provision  with  respect  to  the  au¬ 
thority  over  the  Cuban  quota.  He  says 
of  course  it  was  not  expected  to  deal  with 
the  deficit.  It  will  be  a  month  before  we 
return.  It  will  be  another  month  before 
we  get  anything  on  the  books.  That  is 
one-sixth  of  a  year.  When  we  are  deal¬ 
ing  with  9  million  tons  of  sugar  which 
the  country  needs  every  12  months,  there 
are  involved  150  million  tons. 

The  Anderson  amendment  provides  on 
a  permissive  basis  what  we  are  to  get 


from  foreign  countries.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont  says  it 
does  not  change  the  countries.  Cer¬ 
tainly  it  does  not.  But  the  President 
does  not  have  to  buy  1  pound  from 
those  countries  if  he  does  not  want  to  do 
so.  It  is  permissive  as  to  the  Philippines. 
It  gives  the  President  the  power  to  meet 
the  situation,  and  he  is  not  compelled  to 
buy  from  Trujillo  of  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public. 

If  we  are  going  to  strip  the  bill  of  the 
Anderson  amendments,  I  do  not  know 
what  the  House  will  do.  I  have  an  idea 
that  perhaps  they  will  reject  the  bill,  and 
that  will  be  the  end  of  it.  This  is  not 
said  as  a  threat.  I  simply  say  that  if 
what  has  been  disclosed  means  that  this 
situation  has  deteriorated,  we  either  stay 
here  or  we  come  back  and  meet  the 
problem. 

I  believe  the  bill  as  it  stands  is  in  good 
form.  I  do  not  propose  to  strip  it  to 
nothing  more  than  a  naked  power  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  Cuban  quota,  leaving  un¬ 
said,  unsolved,  and  unanswered  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  what  the  President  permissively 
can  do  to  fill  the  deficit  in  the  American 
sugar  bowl  to  the  extent  of  150  million 
tons,  before  we  can  work  our  will  -on 
this  matter  again. 

This  measure  does  not  extend  the 
act.  The  title  has  been  amended.  The 
proposal  amends  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 
and  gives  the  President  power.  It  de¬ 
fines  within  permissive  range  what  shall 
be  done,  taking  into  account  the  interest 
of  the  State  Department,  which  goes 
along  with  the  measure,  and  the  interest 
of  the  White  House,  which  goes  along 
with  it  and  has  to  exercise  the  power. 

Having  a  proper  regard  for  the  other 
branch  of  the  legislative  establishment, 
it  seems  to  me  that  we  best  serve  their 
purpose  by  supporting  the  so-called 
Anderson  proposal,  and  rejecting  the 
Morse  substitute. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Texas  yield  2  minutes 
tome? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  What  is  before  the 
Senate  is  the  language  which  was  be¬ 
fore  us  earlier,  when  the  issue  was  be¬ 
fore  us,  and  the  question  was  raised 
whether  the  President  could  acquire 
sugar  if  there  were  no  specific  provisions 
in  the  amendment. 

I  have  made  inquiries,  and  have  re¬ 
ceived  information  to  this  effect. 

Those  of  us  familiar  with  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
know  that  under  its  broad  power  it  has 
the  authority  to  buy  such  sugar  as  may 
be  needed  as  a  result  of  any  action  which 
the  President  might .  take  under  this 
resolution.  For  many,  many  years  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  in 
times  of  emergency  purchased  com¬ 
modities  of  all  kinds  at  times  and  places 
and  at  prices  needed  to  protect  the  na¬ 
tional  interest. 

If  the  President  under  the  bill,  as 
amended,  should  in  effect  reduce  the 
Cuban  quota,  then  the  sum  total  of  the 
quotas  under  the  act  would  be  less  than 
the  Secretary’s  estimate  of  the  amount 
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adamant,  that  they  are  well  satisfied 
that  they  know  what  the  President 
should  do  if  he  reduces  the  Cuban  quota. 
They  have  precedent  on  their  side.  The 
Sugar  Act  has  never  been  one  under 
which  the  executive  has  been  permitted 
any  considerable  amount  of  discretion. 
The  committees  of  Congress  have  al¬ 
ways  carefully  said  what  the  President 
could  do  if  he  had  more  sugar  to  allocate. 
It  has  not  been  left  discretionary  with 
the  President. 

That  is  the  one  reason  why  we  find 
ourselves  confronted  with  the  necessity 
of  passing  the  bill,  because  historically 
every  time  there  has  been  a  reduction  of 
quotas,  the  act  spelled  out  what  for¬ 
eign  countries  would  get  and  what  do¬ 
mestic  producers  would  get.  The  House 
was  willing  to  accept  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  in  which  the  word  “allocation”  was 
stricken  in  each  case,  and  the  word 
“purchase”  was  substituted  therefor.  I 
believe  that  suggestion  was  made  on  the 
floor  by  my  distinguished  colleague  [Mr. 
Ellender]  ,  and  also  by  the  very  able 
Senator  from  Utah,  [Mr.  Bennett]  be¬ 
cause  we  wished  to  make  clear  that  the 
precedent  that  would  exist  should  not  be 
the  basis  for  any  producing  country 
claiming  any  vested  right  that  by  virtue 
of  selling  to  the  United  States  more  su¬ 
gar,  we  owed  to  that  country  an  obliga¬ 
tion  to  buy  more  sugar  from  it  in  the 
future. 

The  mandatory  requirement,  of  course, 
would  mean  that  the  small  countries 
would  be  the  first  to  be  considered  in  the 
event  that  there  is  a  reduction.  For 
example,  countries  like  Panama,  which 
is  selling  less  than  10,000  tons — a  small 
amount  but  meaningful  to  them — could 
come  up  to  a  minimum  of  10,000  tons 
first.  That  is  a  relatively  small  amount 
of  sugar  compared  with  the  amount  that 
is  involved  in  the  act.  When  that  is 
done,  the  Philippine  quota  of  15  percent 
of  the  Cuban  reduction  would  be  allowed. 

There  was  no  real  basis  for  much 
quarrel  between  the  Senate  and  the 
House  on  that  question.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  administration,  if 
granted  discretionary  power,  intended  to 
purchase  more  than  15  percent  from  the 
Philippines.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Philippines  would  much  prefer  to  have 
the  quota  spelled  out  in  mandatory  lan¬ 
guage.  It  would  rather  have  mandatory 
language  in  the  act  than  to  have  a  prom¬ 
ise  that  a  quota  would  be  subject  to  the 
executive  branch  changing  its  mind. 

So  as  far  as  the  Philippines  are  con¬ 
cerned,  what  they  probably  get  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  taking  the  House  position  is  a  lit¬ 
tle  less  sugar  than  they  would  get  other¬ 
wise,  but  a  more  firm  commitment, 
which  they  would  prefer. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
was  reluctant  to  accept  that  phase  of 
this  mandatory  portion,  which  would 
mean  that  the  so-called  full  tariff  areas, 
which  are  the  large  producing  areas  in 
which  we  presently  buy  sugar — such  as 
Peru,  the  Dominican  Republic,  and  the 
Republic  of  Nicaragua — have  big  quotas, 
and  would  expect  to  get  the  largest  in¬ 
creases  in  the  event  there  is  a  major  re¬ 
duction  insofar  as  Cuba  is  concerned. 
However,  the  House  was  absolutely  ada¬ 
mant  upon  that  point.  I  can  only  say 


that  I  do  not  believe  the  House  would 
yield  on  the  point.  So  far  as  the  junior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  concerned,  if 
this  were  the  early  part  of  the  session,  I 
would  be  willing  to  sit  and  fight  it  out 
for  3.  or  4  months,  but  I  doubt  whether 
the  House  will  yield. 

We  have  the  assurance  that  when  we 
come  back  in  August  we  can  send  the 
House  the  same  bill.  It  has  firmly  com¬ 
mitted  itself  to  giving  us  that  opportun¬ 
ity.  It  will  send  us  a  bill  on  which  to  act 
and  take  this  issue  up  with  us  if  we  wish 
to  make  this  power  discretionary  in 
August.  _ 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mi-.  BENNETT.  I  wish  to  make  clear 
that  Mexico  was  included  in  the  list  of 
countries  the  Senator  mentioned,  al¬ 
though  the  Senator  did  not  mention 
Mexico  itself.  There  was  a  great  deal  of 
interest  in  that  situation. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  regret  very 
much  that  I  neglected  to  mention  it.  I 
thought  I  had  included  Mexico.  Peru, 
the  Dominican  Republic,  Mexico,  and 
Nicaragua,  in  that  order,  would  be  the 
nations  that  would  be  most  benefited. 
To  a  lesser  degree,  Haiti  would  be  bene¬ 
fited.  The  Netherlands  would  be  bene¬ 
fited  to  a  small  amount,  at  present  that 
Nation  receives  only  3,000  tons  a  year. 
Of  course,  a  country  like  Peru  could  ex¬ 
pect  a  major  increase. 

I  discussed  this  matter  after  leaving 
the  conference,  with  a  representative  of 
the  State  Department.  It  was  his  posi¬ 
tion  that  the  Department  very  much 
hoped  that  we  would  agree  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  The  State  Department 
would  prefer  to  have  the  President’s 
power  entirely  discretionary.  I  doubt 
very  much  that  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance,  after  it  studied  the  subject, 
would  be  willing  to  give  the  President 
discretionary  power.  I  believe  the 
strongest  argument  for  discretionary 
power,  if  we  ever  had  a  chance  to  study 
the  subject  to  know  what  we  would  be 
willing  to  do,  would  be  that  we  would  be 
willing  to  trust  his  discretion  for  a  short 
period  of  time.  However,  I  believe  that 
the  Finance  Committee  and  a  majority  of 
the  Senate  will,  when  they  have  had  a 
chance  to  study  the  matter,  insist  on 
mandatory  requirements  as  to  what  the 
President  can  do. 

Some  years  ago  when  we  had  the  last 
Sugar  Act  before  us,  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  said  it  would  prefer  more  discre¬ 
tion,  but  recommended  how  the  manda¬ 
tory  provision  should  be  drafted,  and  we 
took  its  recommendation. 

I  wish  we  could  have  brought  the  Sen¬ 
ate  everything  the  Senate  agreed  to.  I 
personally  would  like  to  have  given  the 
President  more  discretion.  If  we  do  not 
pass  this  bill,  the  probabilities  are  tjiat 
we  will  do  what  the  State  Department 
most  fears  and  what  the  administration 
most  fears,  and  that  is  that  the  act  we 
-  have  on  the  books  now,  with  its  manda¬ 
tory  provisions,  will  force  the  President 
to  accord  Castro  a  major  increase  this 
very  month.  That  is  out  of  all  accord 
with  logic  and  reason,  with  our  properties 
and  investments  being  seized  down  there, 
and  every  indication  of  unfriendliness 


from  the  rulers  of  that  country.  How¬ 
ever,  unless  we  change  the  law  it  would 
accord  a  major  additional  advantage  to 
an  unfriendly  government. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mi*.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  may  have 
some  comments  on  the  report  later  in  the 
discussion.  However,  with  reference  to 
one  statement  which  the  Senator  made 
about  the  attitude  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment,  I  talked  with  the  same  represent¬ 
ative  of  the  State  Department  to  whom 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  talked,  and 
I  think  my  understanding  is  slightly  dif¬ 
ferent  as  to  what  he  said. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Let  us  say 
that  we  did  not  talk  with  the  same  man 
at  the  same  time,  but  at  different  times. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  state¬ 
ment  was  made  to  me  by  others,  and  I 
talked  with  this  representative  later,  and 
the  representative  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  said  to  me  that  they  could  “live 
with  this  report.”  I  said,  “What  do  you 
mean  by  that?” 

He  said,  “Well,  we  have  to  live  with 
what  Congress  gives  us  to  live  with.  If 
this  is  what  Congress  gives  us,  we  can 
live  with  it,  or  with  no  bill  at  all.  We 
can  live  with  the  law  that  the  Congress 
gives  us  to  live  with.  We  do  not  like  it, 
but  if  we  have  to  live  with  it,  we  can 
live  with  it.” 

I  gained  the  very  definite  impression 
that  they  do  not  like  any  part  of  this 
conference  report.  If  they  get  it,  they 
get  it,  and  that  is  all.  They  would  pre¬ 
fer  the  discretionary  provisions  that 
were  in  the  Anderson  amendment. 
Probably  they  would  prefer  the  pro¬ 
visions  that  were  in  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  not  sure,  but  I  believe  it  is 
even  more  discretionary  and  would  give 
greater  leeway  to  the  administration  to 
adjust  these  things.  I  wished  to  make 
that  clear. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Looking  at 
the  situation  from  hindsight,  I  wish  the 
Senate  had  agreed  to  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment.  I  voted  for  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment.  I  believe  we  might  have  had  a 
better  chance  if  we  had  gone  to  confer¬ 
ence  with  a  proposal  that  merely  per¬ 
mitted  the  President  to  cut  the  Cuban 
quota.  However,  one  thing  that  made  it 
!  difficult  for  the  Senate  conferees  was 
that  the  State  Department  representa¬ 
tives  told  the  House  committee  that  the 
Department  could  live  with  this  provi¬ 
sion.  They  had  gone  to  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  which  had  held  hearings — of 
course  we  had  no  opportunity  to  hold 
hearings  on  it  at  all — and  they  asked  for 
complete  discretion  in  the  President,  as 
the  Morse  amendment  and  the  Bennett 
proposal  would  have  given. 

The  House  committee  said,  “We  are 
not  disposed  to  give  you  that  power.  We 
are  going  to  settle  it  in  the  law  how  you 
will  redistribute  this  sugar  in  the  event 
you  reduce  the  quota  for  Cuba.”  They 
have  all  the  precedents  on  their  side, 
because  this  was  what  had  been  done. 

The  State  Department  said  it  could 
live  with  the  provision.  The  committee 
said,  “There  be  a  1-year  extension.” 
The  State  Department  said,  “We  can  live 
with  it.”  The  House  conferees  said,  “If 
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the  State  Department  is  willing  to  sup¬ 
port  it,  we  will  favor  it.” 

One  can  see  that  that  does  not  help  the 
position  of  the  Senate  conferees  in  try¬ 
ing  to  get  complete  discretionary  power 
for  the  President. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  That  reminds 
me  of  the  statement  that  if  a  certain 
situation  is  inevitable,  there  is  often  only 
one  thing  that  can  be  done. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  often 
complained  about  losing  to  the  House  on 
a  conference  report.  If  this  one  is  voted 
down,  no  one  will  hear  me  complain. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  hope  it  will 
be  voted  down. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Adoption  of 
this  settlement  appeared  to  me  to  be  the 
best  thing  we  could  do  under  the  circum¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  understood  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  say  that  if  we  do  not  accept  the 
conference  report,  we  will  be  forcing  a 
bonus  into  Castro’s  hands. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  we  do  not 
legislate;  yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Would  it  not  be  more  to 
the  point  to  say,  if  the  House  insists 
upon  our  accepting  an  unworkable  bill 
and  an  unwise  bit  of  legislation,  and 
forces  us  to  the  point  where  we  have  to 
reject  it,  the  responsibility  will  rest  with 
the  House? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  can  be 
charged,  but  I  would  like  to  warn  my 
friend  from  Vermont  that  while  basically 
we  are  not  in  disagreement,  and  I  believe 
that  he  and  I  would  like  to  have  the 
President  given  discretion,  it  was  my  im¬ 
pression  in  trying  to  support  the  Senate’s 
position,  that  there  is  more  unanimity 
on  the  House  side  than  there  is  on  this 
side. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  I  understood  the 
report  of  the  able  chairman  of  the  con¬ 
ferees,  the  first  way  in  which  the  Senate 
prevailed  was  in  the  elimination  of  sec¬ 
tions  1,  2,  3,  and  4  from  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  second  way,  if  I 
understood  the  able  Senator’s  report,  in 
which  the  Senate  prevailed  over  the 
House,  is  that,  instead  of  having  the 
quota  system  apply  throughout  1961,  as 
provided  by  the  House  bill,  the  House  has 
yielded  except  as  to  the  first  quarter  in 
1961,  with  the  provision  that  the  quotas 
shall  be  one-fourth  of  what  they  would 
otherwise  have  been. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes.  The 
quotas  will  continue  until  April  1  of  next 
year. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  third  way  in 
which,  as  I  understand,  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  have  prevailed  is  that  instead  of 
making  any  allotment  with  reference  to 
any  tonnage  of  sugar  taken  away  from 
Cuba,  the  matter  of  purchase  is  clearly 
outlined  in  every  provision  of  the  bill  on 
that  subject. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  I  understand  the 
Senator  correctly,  the  Senate  has  pre¬ 
vailed  in  another  matter,  namely,  that 


the  Senate  will  have  an  opportunity, 
when  it  returns  in  August,  to  pass  upon 
this  same  legislation  or  a  duplicate 
thereof,  one  of  the  objections  to  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  House  bill  having  been  that 
the  Senate  committee  would  not  have  an 
opportunity  to  pass  upon  the  House 
legislation.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes.  The 
Senate  conferees  wanted  to  be  in  a  posi¬ 
tion,  at  least,  to  be  assured  that,  so  far 
as  the  rules  were  concerned,  we  would 
have  an  instrument  on  which  we  could 
act,  and  a  measure  which  would  be  en¬ 
titled  to  be  voted  on  by  the  House.  We 
have  that  assurance.  That  assurance 
was  also  given  to  the  House  when  the 
report  was  agreed  to.  It  was  stated  by 
the  House  managers  to  the  House,  with 
a  rather  large  membership  present,  that 
this  assurance  was  given  to  the  Senate 
conferees. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  the  matter  of  leav¬ 
ing  power,  in  the  first  instance,  to  take 
away  any  unused  part  of  the  quota  of 
Cuba  in  1960  was  left  in  the  bill  and  was 
not  in  conference? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Am  I  also  correct  in 
my  understanding  that  the  same  law 
applies  to  the  first  quarter  of  1961  in 
the  event  the  conference  report  prevails? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes;  the 
Senator  is  entirely  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  true,  then, 
that  the  only  substantial  concession  to 
the  Senate  which  the  conferees  have 
made  is  in  making  mandatory  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  any  tonnage  taken  from 
Cuba;  making  it  come  under  the  “shall” 
provisions  of  the  House  bill,  rather  than 
under  the  “may”  provisions  of  the  Senate 
version? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes;  that  is 
entirely  correct.  I  believe  that  is  as 
much  as  we  shall  be  able  to  get  from 
the  House.  We  might  go  back  again, 
confer  again,  and  remain  in  session 
around  the  clock,  day  and  night,  for 
several  more  days;  but  I  believe  we  shall 
find  that  there  will  be  very  little,  if  any, 
difference  between  what  we  have  at 
present  and  what  we  will  get  in  the  end. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  was  informed  from 
a  memorandum  furnished  on  informa¬ 
tion  which  came  to  me  from  Mr.  Myers, 
the  head  of  the  Sugar  Division,  that  the 
unused  portion  of  the  1960  quota  for 
Cuba  is  830,000  tons;  and  that,  accord¬ 
ing  to  his  information,  Cuba  is  now  plan¬ 
ning,  with  all  speed,  to  dump  all  that 
amount  in  the  United  States  within  the 
next  few  weeks,  so  as  to  complete  the 
shipment  of  her  quota.  In  his  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  State  Department  person¬ 
nel  did  the  Senator  learn  that  same 
fact? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  that 
information  only  by  hearsay,  but  if  I  may 
testify  from  the  hearsay  I  have,  it  is  that 
Cuba  is  moving  as  rapidly  as  she  can  to 
get  that  sugar  delivered  to  the  United 
States  as  far  ahead  of  the  deadline  as 
she  can;  because  once  she  has  shipped 
it  here,  she  will  be  entitled  to  collect 
payment  for  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  value  of  830,000 
tons  at  $10  a  ton,  or  5  cents  a  pound, 
is,  as  I  understand  it,  $83  million. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  about 
correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  has 
talked  of  a  deficit  which,  under  existing 
law,  would  have  to  be  assigned  to  Cuba 
within  the  next  few  days.  The  memo¬ 
randum  from  the  office  of  Mr.  Myers 
showed  that  that  deficit  was  161,800 
tons.  Did  the  Senator  get  that  infor¬ 
mation  likewise? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  do  not 
have  the  exact  figures,  but  I  knew  it  to 
be  a  very  large  amount. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  830,000  tons 
plus  the  161,800  tons  make  practically 
1  million  tons,  at  a  value  of  $100  million. 
As  the  Senator  from  Florida  under¬ 
stands,  we  may  easily  be  paying  that 
much  into  Castro’s  pockets,  in  hard 
American  currency,  between  now  and 
the  time  we  return  in  August,  unless  we 
leave  some  machinery  in  the  hands  of 
the  Executive,  so  that  the  Executive  can, 
if  he  feels  our  Nation’s  interests  require 
it,  which  certainly  seems  probable,  take 
away  a  part  of  the  1960  quota. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  not 
certain  I  heard  the  figure  the  Senator 
gave. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  100  million  tons — 
830,000  tons  plus  161,800  tons. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  not 
such  an  expert  on  the  whole  situation 
as  are  the  Senator  from  Florida  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  ; 
but  the  Senator  is  correct  that  there  are 
in  the  vicinity  of  100  million  tons  of 
economic  benefits  which  can  possibly  go 
to  Cuba  within  the  next  month,  unless 
we  act  on  this  proposed  legislation. 

That  is  why  the  President  has  notified 
some  Senators,  according  to  what  they 
tell  me,  that  if  we  go  to  our  national 
conventions,  for  example,  without  doing 
something  about  this  problem,  he  will 
call  Congress  into  session,  because  the 
matter  is  vital  to  the  Nation’s  position; 
that  while  American-owned  properties 
are  being  confiscated  in  many  unfriendly 
attacks,  the  President’s  hands  are  tied 
by  the  act  we  passed  some  years  ago,  so 
that  he  cannot  do  anything  about  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  three  figures 
given  in  the  memorandum  which  came 
from  Mr.  Myers’  office  are,  first,  830,000 
tons,  the  remainder  of  the  1960  quota, 
which,  according  to  his  information,  is 
immediately  to  be  shipped  to  the  United 
States;  second,  161,800  tons,  the  share 
of  the  deficits  which  will  have  to  be  ap¬ 
portioned  to  Cuba  under  existing  law, 
and  within  the  next  few  days,  unless 
action  is  taken  by  Congress.  The  third 
figure  given  in  the  memorandum  is 
45,000  tons.  On  all  these  points  I  cer¬ 
tainly  hope  the  Senator  from  Utah,  who 
has  studied  tins  matter  much  more 
closely  than  I,  will  correct  me  if  I  am  in 
error.  This  relates  to  possible  growth 
participation,  Cuba  having  its  full  pro¬ 
portionate  share  in  the  growth  of  con¬ 
sumption  in  this  Nation. 

If  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  will  per¬ 
mit  me  to  do  so,  may  I  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Utah  if  his  infor¬ 
mation  is  in  accord  with  that  in  the 
memorandum  furnished  to  me  from  the 
files  of  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  who,  I  am  sorry, 
cannot  be  here  this  morning. 
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Mr.  BENNETT.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  those  figures  are  approximately 
correct.  I  certainly  have  no  figures 
which  are  different. 

I  am  glad  the  Senator  from  Florida 
presented  them  to  the  Senate,  because 
we  are  talking  here  about  a  ruling  about 
the  President  being  required  to  give  a 
small  amount  to  the  four  or  five  coun¬ 
tries  getting  less  than  10,000  tons,  and 
we  are  talking,  with  respect  to  Cuba, 
about  a  potential  increase  from  its  nor¬ 
mal  quota  of  around  200,000  tons — both 
the  growth  formula  and  the  deficit  allo¬ 
cation. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Will  the  Senator  en¬ 
lighten  us  a  little  more  fully  as  to  what 
the  April  1  date  means?  I  have  heard 
something  said  about  the  crop  year  be¬ 
ginning  before  April  1,  and  it  was  sug¬ 
gested  to  me  that  in  effect  that  meant 
that  we  were  extendiing  the  period  for 
2  crop  years. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  April  1 
date,  as  I  understand,  would  be  of  some 
assistance.  I  hope  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah  will  hear  my  answer, 
because  I  may  be  in  error,  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  knows  more  about  this 
particular  item  than  I  do. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  April 
1  date  affords  some  convenience  and  ad¬ 
vantage,  so  far  as  the  beet  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  are  concerned,  because  at  least 
the  sugar  will  be  cut  at  the  time  the 
seeds  are  planted.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  this  date  has  no  particular  sig¬ 
nificance  so  far  as  cane  sugar  producers 
are  concerned. 

Mr.  CLARK.  It  would  not  have  any 
effect  on  Louisiana? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  No;  it 
would  have  no  benefits  to  us  particularly, 
except  that  it  would  be  certain  that 
sugar  beets  would  be  available  for  plant¬ 
ing  for  3  months.  However,  this  has  no 
real  meaning  so  far  as  the  cane-pro¬ 
ducing  States  are  concerned. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  One  of  the  hopes 
which  the  House  conferees  stated,  and 
it  is  one  which  the  Senator  from  Utah 
shares,  is  that  when  the  Senate  gets  a 
chance  to  work  on  the  proposed  sugar 
legislation,  we  may  be  able  to  develop 
a  program  to. provide  some  acreage  for 
some  of  the  new  areas  which  should 
come  in,  and  for  States  like  New  Mexico, 
which  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
talked  about  so  eloquently. 

If  we  fix  the  date  as  April  1,  and  we 
are  able  to  work  out  some  such  program, 
the  people  who  get  new  allotments  can 
plant  their  allotment  a  year  earlier  than 
if  we  let  them  go  to  June  or  September. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  There  is  a 
legislative  reason  for  the  April  1  date. 
The  House  takes  the  attitude  that  it 
wishes  to  make  a  1-year  extension,  and 
wishes  to  rewrite  the  entire  Sugar  Act 
next  year. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  understand  that.  I 
asked  whether  any  crop  year  is  involved. 
The  Senator  has  answered  that  ques¬ 
tion. 

I  wish  to  ask  one  more  question:  Is  it 
correct  that  under  the  conference  report 
approved  by  the  House,  it  is  mandatory 
upon  the  President,  if  he  reduces  the 


Cuban  sugar  quota — in  other  words,  if  he 
takes  sugar  away  from  Castro — to  give  a 
substantial  amount  of  that  decrease  in 
the  Cuban  quota  to  Trujillo? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Well,  the 
Dominican  Republic  is  one  of  the  na¬ 
tions  listed  here. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  hold  no  brief  for  Cas¬ 
tro,  of  coui'se.  But  if,  under  the  con- 
fei’ence  report,  any  of  the  Cuban  quota 
is  taken  from  Castro,  some  additional 
quota  would  have  to  be  given  to  Tru¬ 
jillo,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

There  is  this  to  be  said  for  that  re¬ 
sult:  It  does  establish  uniformity,  with¬ 
out  opening  up  the  quotas. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  has  been  saying  for  some  time  that 
we  should  go  into  the  entire  sugar  quota 
issue,  and  should  reopen  the  quotas,  and 
should  permit  countries  such  as  Brazil, 
which  never  has  had  a  quota,  to  be  as¬ 
signed  quotas.  I  assume  that  the  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee,  a?  well  as  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  would 
propose  to  go  into  that  matter  next 
year/ 

But  the  problem  is  that  when  we  go 
into  it,  it  is  an  almost  endless  process, 
because  very  many  nations  want  to  have 
a  larger  quota.  Those  that  do  not  now 
have  quotas  wish  to  have  quotas  assigned 
to  them;  and  no  nation  which  now  has 
a  quota  wants  to  give  up  any  of  the  quota 
it  has,  in  order  that  some  other  nation 
may  have  its  quota  increased  or  in  order 
that  a  nation  which  does  not  now  have 
a  quota  may  be  assigned  a  quota. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  wish  to  point  out  to 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  that  the 
House  conferees  have  suggested  that 
there  is  a  possibility  that  there  will  be 
a  change  of  government  there  during  the 
period  of  the  life  of  this  measure,  and 
they  felt  that  the  State  Department 
should  be  under  obligation  to  treat  the 
new  government  in  the  same  way  the  old 
one  had  been  treated. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Rather  than  to  have 
some  flexibility? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  That  was  the  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  House  conferees. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Let  me 
say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  I  recognize  that  un¬ 
doubtedly  the  conference  was  a  difficult 
one  in  which  to  reach  any  agreement. 

But  with  respect  to  the  assurance  that 
the  House  would  pass  a  bill  in  August,  so 
that  it  could  come  to  the  Senate  during 
that  month — which  would  be  a  difficult 
assurance  to  carry  out — let  me  say  that 
once  this  measure  is  agreed  to  and  once 
this  bill  is  enacted  into  law,  with  the  in¬ 
clusion  a  provision  for  extension  of  the 
life  of  the  statute  to  April  1  of  next  year, 
no  bill  of  this  sort  will  be  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  until  the  next 
session,  for  in  that  situation  there  would 
be  no  compulsion  on  the  House  to  pass 
such  a  bill  in  August  of  this  year.  Once 
the  expiration  date  is  extended  xintil 
April  of  next  year,  neither  the  House  nor 


the  Senate  will  pass  an  extension  of  the 
law  on  this  subject  in  August  of  this 
year.  I  think  we  must  be  realistic  and 
must  recognize  that  situation  and  that 
fact. 

Even  if  the  House  were  to  pass  such  a 
bill  in  August  and  were  to  send  it  to  the 
Senate  during  that  month,  there  would 
be  no  more  assurance  that  the  Senate 
would  be  able  to  act  on  it  during  August 
than  there  is  assurance  that  the  Senate 
will  act  on  this  measure  today. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
formerly  was  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  he  knows  more 
about  its  operations  than  I  do. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Why  is 
it  that  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  has  taken  the  lead  in  connection 
with  this  matter  in  the  House? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  For  only  one 
reason,  and  that  is  that  on  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  there  are  few 
members  who  are  very  interested  in  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  production. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Histori¬ 
cally  the  House  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  been  the  branch  which  has  done 
the  basic  woi'k  in  connection  with  sugar 
legislation,  but  that  has  been  because  the 
matter  has  been  dealt  with  primarily  as 
an  economic  matter. 

But  today  it  is  primarily  a  matter  of 
foreign  policy.  If  the  House  is  going  to 
tui-n  over  to  its  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  a  matter  which  today  is  primarily 
a  foreign-policy  matter,  we  had  better 
know  what  we  are  doing. 

I  say  this  issue  is  today  primarily  a 
foreign-policy  question.  I  say  that  be¬ 
cause  of  the  statement,  which  has  been 
made,  that  if  we  do  not  act  on  this 
matter,  the  Pi'esident  will  call  us  back 
on  the  coming  Tuesday.  Why?  Because 
he  believes  this  matter  relates  primarily, 
at  this  time,  to  foreign  policy. 

If  Senators  wish  to  peimit  the  House 
to  control  the  Senate  in  connection  with 
a  matter  which  primarily  involves  for¬ 
eign  relations,  let  us  face  that  fact. 

We  are  not  being  pressed  to  take  ac¬ 
tion  on  this  matter  because  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  situation  of  sugar  today.  We  are 
being  urged  to  take  action  on  it  because 
of  the  fact  that  if  we  do  not,  $100  mil¬ 
lion  will  be  given  to  Castro,  and  Castro 
is  confiscating  American  propei'ty.  If 
those  are  not  matters  of  foreign  policy, 
I  do  not  know  what  they  are. 

Fui'thermore,  if  this  matter  does  in¬ 
volve  foreign  policy,  then  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senate  should  be  proceeding  to 
deal  with  it  at  7  o’clock  on  Sunday  morn¬ 
ing,  after  being  worn  and  harassed  by 
sevei-al  late  night  sessions. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  this  is  a  foi-eign- 
policy  question,  and  if  action  on  it  is 
needed,  we  should  now  adjourn,  and 
should  get  some  sleep,  and  should  re¬ 
convene  on  Tuesday,  and  should  then 
proceed  to  deal  with  the  matter,  at  a 
time  when  we  shall  be  able  to  think 
clearly,  carefully  investigate  the  subject, 
and  an’ive  at  a  sound  decision.  If  for¬ 
eign  policy  is  involved,  this  matter  de¬ 
serves  more  consideration  than  we  can 
give  to  it  at  this  hour  on  Sunday  morn¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  what  foi-eign-policy  matter  is  in- 
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volved?  It  is  this:  The  President  wants 
to  have  the  power  to  reduce  Cuba’s  sugar 
quota.  That  is  the  major  consideration; 
and  both  Houses  are  willing  to  give  him 
all  the  power  he  is  requesting  in  that 
respect.  When  that  happens,  we  shall 
have  to  buy  some  more  sugar,  some¬ 
where;  and  that  will  result  in  a  very 
good  “deal”  for  the  nations  which  are 
able  to  sell  more  sugar  to  us.  All  the 
nations  from  which  we  shall  buy  more 
sugar  are  friendly  to  us. 

Historically,  the  Congress  has  always 
been  interested  in  determining  legisla¬ 
tively  the  nations  from  which  the  United 
States  would  purchase  sugar.  But  so  far 
as  the  executive  branch  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  is  concerned,  that  is  now  a  secon¬ 
dary  issue. 

As  regards  the  issue  which  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  considers  the  major  issue 
involved  in  this  case,  we  are  giving  the 
executive  branch  what  it  wants.  The 
executive  branch  is  not  sure  what  na¬ 
tions  and  how  much  it  would  recommend 
as  the  one  from  which  the  sugar  be  pur¬ 
chased.  The  House  says  it  wishes  to 
make  legislatively  certain  where  the 
extra  sugar  will  be  purchased,  after  the 
Cuban  quota  is  reduced. 

So  we  are  not  giving  in  on  what  the 
executive  branch  regards  as  the  primary 
problem. 

So  far  as  the  secondary  problem  or 
secondary  consideration  is  concerned,  I 
point  out  that  the  House  Members  know 
something  about  this  act,  for  they  have 
been  holding  hearings  on  it  for  more 
than  a  year,  and  they  have  an  opinion  on 
it.  Perhaps  they  do  not  have  the  same 
opinion  that  I  have.  But  of  course  we 
know  that  most  legislators  would  like  to 
tell  the  Executive  to  do  his  job  the  way 
legislators  think  he  should  do  it,  but  the 
legislators  do  not  want  anyone  to  tell 
them  how  to  run  their  jobs.  So  this  is  a 
matter  of  determining  who  will  tell  the 
Executive  how  he  shall  proceed. 

If  I  were  a  member  of  the  Finance 
Committee  when  the  question  of  chang¬ 
ing  the  quotas  was  being  studied,  I  would 
have  been  among  the  strongest  in  favor 
of  having  the  legislative  branch  give  the 
Executive  the  direction.  But  the  House 
delayed  taking  action  on  this  measure, 
and  it  did  not  reach  us  in  time  to  permit 
us  to  hold  hearings. 

We  are  proposing  to  give  the  Executive 
what  he  has  said  is  most  urgent — namely, 
the  power  to  reduce  the  quota  insofar  as 
Cuba  is  concerned.  So,  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Executive  does  not  like  the  way  the 
details  are  spelled  out,  I  hope  that  the 
executive  branch  will  cooperate  with  the 
excellent  congressional  leadex-ship  we 
have  had — and  we  have  had  every  as¬ 
surance  from  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
and  from  the  majority  leader  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  they  will  cooperate  in  every  way 
they  possibly  can — in  proceeding  to  cor¬ 
rect  anything  that  needs  to.be  corrected 
in  connection  with  what  we  do  here,  to¬ 
night. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Undoubtedly  the  Sena¬ 
tor  fi'om  Louisiana  is  aware  of  the  re¬ 
ports  which  have  been  prevalent  for 


months,  namely,  that  some  House  Mem¬ 
bers  are  very  insistent  that  the  Sugar 
Act  be  renewed  next  year,  in  order  that 
it  may  be  incorporated  in  an  omnibus 
farm  bill. 

Does  not  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
think  we  ought  to  keep  our  foreign 
policy,  as  indicated  in  the  Sugar  Act, 
separate  from  the  domestic  farm  pro- 
gi’am? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  could  not 
agree  more  with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  hold  in  my 
hand  a  copy  of  the  conference  report 
from  the  parliamentarian’s  desk.  In 
amendment  No.  1  it  states  that,  in  lieu 
of  section  1,  which  was  stricken  by  the 
Senate  amendment,  the  following  is  in¬ 
serted,  and  this  is  to  become  a  part  of 
the  law  and  the  Senate  is  to  agree  to  it: 

That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 
(relating  to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the 
Secretary  under  the  act)  is  amended  (1) 
by  striking  out  “December  31,  1960”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “March  31,  1961”, 
(2)  by  inserting  “,  until  March  31,  1961,” 
after  “power”,  and  (3)  by  striking  out  “the 
crop  year  1960  and  previous  crop  years”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “any  crop  year  be¬ 
ginning  prior  to  March  31,  1961”. 

The  conference  report  states  that  is 
the  measure  the  Senate  is  expected  to 
accept. 

Mr.  Pi’esident,  it  does  not  take  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress  or  a  lawyer  to  know  what 
is  meant  by  “any  crop  year  beginning 
prior  to  March  31,  1961.”  Every  share¬ 
cropper  in  east  Texas  and  every  farmer 
knows  that  “any  crop  year  beginning 
prior  to  March  31,  1961”  is  the  year 
1961;  and  the  Senate  has  given  up  com¬ 
pletely.  It  has  extended  the  crop  year 
through  1961,  with  a  mandatory  provi¬ 
sion  that  the  President  may  set  quotas 
in  other  countries  and  in  our  own.  We 
have  our  own  Guatemalas  inside  the 
United  States.  If  this  amendment  is 
put  into  the  law,  it  would  be  without  the 
corrective  provisions  that  were  in  the 
section  before. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  In  connection 
with  that  feature,  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  understands 
that  particular  language  better  than  I  do, 
and  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  when 
we  had  finished  our  work  on  the  confer¬ 
ence,  a  proposal  was  made  that  we  add 
a  new  section  which  spelled  out  that  the 
quota  available  for  the  3  months  would 
be  calculated  by  taking  the  quota  for  a 
year  and  dividing  it  by  four,  to  make 
sure  only  one-quarter  of  a  year’s  quota 
would  be  covered  by  this  3-month  period. 

We  were  told  it  could  not  be  done  in 
the  bill  because  that  matter  was  not  in 
conference  and  was  not  contained  in 
either  bill.  But  in  the  statement  of  the 
managers  of  the  House  the  infomiation 
is  clearly  set  forth  that  it  is  the  intention 
of  the  legislation  that  the  quota  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  extra  3  month  coverage  for 
1961  will  represent  one-quarter  of  a 
year’s  quota.  Because  of  the  limitations 
of  the  language  before  us,  that  was  the 
only  way  we  could  protect  ourselves 


against  the  matter  that  is  worrying  the 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Actually,  that 
is  a  technical  matter,  and  it  does  not 
extend  the  act  through  the  next  year 
beyond  April  1.  While  it  is  somewhat 
technical  to  explain,  and  I  did  not  draft 
it,  I  assure  the  Senator  that  the  House 
Members  gave  us  their  assurance,  and 
the  assurance  of  the  House — and  I  am 
confident  they  are  telling  the  truth — 
that  they  pledge  to  give  us  a  sugar  bill 
in  the  month  of  March,  as  early  as  they 
can  in  that  month,  in  order  that  we  may 
have  adequate  time  to  conduct  hearings, 
study  the  matter,  act  on  it,  and  pass  a 
bill  to  renew  this  act  befoi’e  it  expires  on 
April  1. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Was  the  assurance 
that  it  would  be  a  sugar  bill  itself,  or  a 
part  of  an  omnibus  farm  bill? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  discussed 
the  matter,  and  in  the  context  in  which 
the  discussions  occurred,  and  I  would 
say  the  context  in  which  the  chairman  of 
the  Agi’iculture  Committee  of  the  House 
explained  the  matter  to  the  House,  I 
think  it  was  very  clear  that  it  referred 
to  a  sugar  bill,  rather  than  a  chapter  of 
a  general  omnibus  agricultural  act. 
There  was  no  meeting  of  the  minds  if  it 
meant  anything  else. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  has 
said  the  House  has  given  assurance  that 
some  action  will  be  taken  early  in  the 
next  session  so  the  Senate  can  complete 
its  part  of  the  legislative  action  prior 
to  April  1.  I  think  the  recoi'd  will  show 
that  there  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
accept  such  assurances. 

So  far  as  I  am  concei’ned,  I  want  the 
Record  to  show  that  every  Member  of 
the  House,  particularly  the  chaii-man  of 
the  Agriculture  Committee,  has  known 
the  Sugar  Act  was  to  expire  on  December 
31,  1960.  The  sugar  industi’y  and  the 
beet  growers  in  my  State  and  other 
Western  States  have  been  unable  to  know 
what  to  expect  so  far  as  sugar  legislation 
is  concerned. 

There  has  been  a  regrettable  lack  of 
cooperation  on  the  part  of  the  House, 
and  I  hope  I  am  not  violating  the  rules 
of  this  body  when  I  refer  thus  to  the 
other  House.  But  the  record  is  clear 
that  there  has  been  indecision,  delay, 
and  disregard  for  our  domestic  sugar 
beet  pi’oducers.  And  on  that  basis  I  say 
we  can  expect  little  consideration  be¬ 
tween  now  and  next  spring,  and  this 
body  will  be  facing  great  difficulty  in 
trying  to  complete  action  in  a  manner 
that  will  give  to  our  domestic  beet  grow¬ 
ers  the  same  consideration  that  we  give 
to  foreign  producers  of  sugar. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  First  let  me 
say  that  I  do  not  care  to  differ  with  the 
Senator  from  Idaho.  I  for  one  express 
the  wish  that  the  domestic  producers 
were  represented  on  the  House  commit- 
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tee  as  they  are  on  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho,  having  served  in  the  House,  has 
no  desire  to  violate  the  rules,  and  I  said 
I  hoped  that  no  such  construction  would 
be  placed  on  what  I  said.  But  we  have 
nothing  to  show  but  the  record  in  this 
'session,  and  the  record  shows  we  have 
been  marking  time,  waiting  month  after 
month  for  action  in  the  other  body.  If 
there  is  no  action,  we  have  a  right  to 
make  our  interpretation  of  why  there 
has  been  a  complete  lack  of  cooperation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mi'.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to  my 
colleague,  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
wondering  what  is  going  to  happen  to  the 
sugar  program  if  we  agree  to  what  the 
House  desires.  I  am  sure  there  is  no 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  to 
go  into  the  1961  crop,  yet  as  I  under¬ 
stand  the  action  taken  by  the  conferees 
I  am  satisfied  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  will  not  agree  to  a  bill  in  August,  nor 
will  the  House  agree  to  a  bill  at  the  end 
of  December.  The  House  is  going  to  hold 
us  at  bay,  as  it  is  doing  now. 

Under  the  present  Sugar  Act,  quotas 
are  fixed  under  title  II.  As  I  understand, 
that  part  of  the  present  Sugar  Act  is  not 
to  be  changed  at  all  with  respect  to  the 
time  in  which  the  quotas  are  to  be  fixed 
for  all  producers  in  the  United  States,  as 
well  as  for  those  foreign  countries  which 
furnish  sugar  under  the  act. 

Section  201  of  the  act,  which  is  not  to 
be  changed  as  I  understand  the  pending 
bill,  reads  as  follows : 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for 
each  calendar  year — 

Not  for  a  quarter  of  a  year,  but  for 
each  calendar  year — 

beginning  with  the  calendar  year  1948,  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental 
United  States;  such  determinations  shall  be 
made  during  the  month  of  December  in  each 
year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in  the 
case  of  the  calendar  year  1948,  during  the 
first  ten  days  thereof)  and  at  such  other 
times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet  such 
requirements.  In  making  such  determina¬ 
tions  the  Secretary  shall  use  as  a  basis  the 
quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  dis¬ 
tributed  for  consumption,  as  indicated  by  of¬ 
ficial  statistics  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  during  the  twelve-month  period 
ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  for  which  the  determination  is  be¬ 
ing  made,  and  shall  make  allowances  for  a 
deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar, 
and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of 
changes  in  population  and  demand  condi¬ 
tions,  as  computed  from  statistics  published 
by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government;  and, 
in  order  that  such  determinations  shall  be 
made  so  as  to  protect  the  welfare  of  con¬ 
sumers  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic 
sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of 
sugar  as  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which 
will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers  and  which 
will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such 
determination,  in  addition  to  the  consump¬ 


tion,  inventory,  population,  and  demand 
factors  above  specified  and  the  level  and 
trend  of  consumer  purchasing  power,  shall 
take  into  consideration  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  that  would  result  from  such  deter¬ 
mination  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the 
United  States  as  compared  with  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  re¬ 
fined  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in 
the  United  States  obtaining  during  1947-49 
as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index  as 
published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

After  that  is  done,  Mr.  President,  and 
after  the  quota  is  decided,  what  hap¬ 
pens? 

PROBATION  OF  QUOTAS 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is 
made,  pursuant  to  section  201,  of  the  amount 
of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  consumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

How  does  he  do  that? 

(a) (1)  For  domestic  sugar -producing 
areas  by  apportioning  among  such  areas  four 
million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thou¬ 
sand  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 

The  act  goes  on : 

Short  tons 
raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  500,  000 

Hawaii _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _ - _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  12,  000 

(2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  four 
hundred  forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  there  shall  be  added  an  amount  equal 
to  55  per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  Secretary’s  determination  of  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  in  the  continental 
United  States  for  the  calendar  year  exceeds 
eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thou¬ 
sand  short  tons,  raw  value.  Such  additional 
amount  shall  be  apportioned  among  and 
added  to  the  quotas  established  under  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  for  such  domes-, 
tic  sugar-producing  areas,  respectively,  as 
follows:  (A)  The  first  one  hundred  sixty- 
five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any 
part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for  the  do¬ 
mestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  51.5  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet 
sugar  area  and  48.5  per  centum  to  the  main¬ 
land  cane  sugar  area;  (B)  the  next  twenty 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part 
thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are  so  in¬ 
creased  shall  be  apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico; 
(C)  the  next  three  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such 
quotas  are  so  increased  shall  be  apportioned 
to  the  Virgin  Islands;  (D)  any  additional 
amount  shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of 
the  quotas  established  in  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection  as  adjusted  by  subparagraphs 
(A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  this  paragraph  (2). 
(7U.S.C.  1112)  (a)) 

(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 

in  the  amount  of  nine  hundred  and  fifty- 
two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as  specified 
in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of 
1946.  (7  U.S.C.  112  (a) ) 

(c)  (1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  among  such 
countries  an  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value, 
equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant  to 
section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section,  on  the  following  basis: 

Country  Per  centum 

Cuba _ _ _ _  96 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 

the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _  4 


Ninety-five  per  centum  of  the  quota  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  pro¬ 
rated  among  such  countries  on  the  basis  of 
the  average  amount  imported  from  each  such 
country  within  the  quotas  established  for 
the  years  1948,  1949,  and  1950,  except  that  a 
separate  proration  need  not  be  established 
for  any  country  which  entered  less  than  two 
per  centum  of  the  average  importations 
within  the  quotas  for  such  years.  The 
amount  of  the  quota  not  so  prorated  may  be 
filled  by  countries  not  receiving  separate  pro¬ 
rations,  but  no  such  country  shall  enter  an 
amount  pursuant  to  this  subsection  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  one  per  centum  of  the  quota  for  for¬ 
eign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines. 

(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for 
each  subsequent  calendar  year,  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  (A)  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96 
per  centum  and  to  other  foreign  countries 
4  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw 
value,  by  which  eight  million  three  hundred 
and  fifty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or 
such  lesser  amount  as  determined  pursuant 
to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  four  mil¬ 
lion  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section;  and  (B)  by  prorating  45  per  centum 
of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which 
the  amount  determined  pursuant  to  section 
201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight  million  three 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  as  follows; 


Country:  Per  centum 

Cuba _ _ 29.  59 

Peru _  4.  33 

Dominican  Republic _  4.  95 

Mexico _  5.  10 

Other  countries _  1.03 


45.00 

The  above  proration  of  1.03  per  centum  to 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba,  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines,  Peru,  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic,  and  Mexico  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  such  other  countries  whose  aver¬ 
age  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953 
and  1954  exceeded  one  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  en¬ 
tries  within  the  quotas  from  each  such  coun¬ 
try  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954. 

(3)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for 
each  subsequent  calendar  year,  the  prora¬ 
tion  of  4  per  centum  under  paragraph  (2) 
(A)  of  this  subsection  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  apportioned  first,  by  as¬ 
signing  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose 
average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  the 
years  1953  and  1954  were  less  than  one  thou¬ 
sand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal 
to  its  average  entries  within  the  quotas  dur¬ 
ing  1953  and  1954;  second,  by  assigning  to 
each  such  foreign  country  whose  average  en¬ 
tries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954 
were,  not  less  than  one  thousand  nor  more 
than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a 
proration  of  three  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value;  third,  by  assigning  to  each  foreign 
country  whose  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  more  than 
two  thousand  and  less  than  three  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to 
the  average  entries  from  each  such  country 
within  the  quotas  dining  1953  and  1954,  plus 
two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value;  fourth, 
by  assigning  to  each  foreign  country  whose 
average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953 
and  1954  were  not  less  than  three  thousand 
nor  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  a  proratlon  equal  to  the  average  en¬ 
tries  from  each  such  country  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954;  and,  fifth,  by 
prorating  the  balance  of  such  proration  to 
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such  foreign  countries  whose  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  ex¬ 
ceeded  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  from  each  such  country  for  the  years 
1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954.  (7  U.S.C. 

1112(c)) 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions 
of  this  title  II,  the  minimum  quota  estab¬ 
lished  for  Cuba,  including  increases  result¬ 
ing  from  deficits  determined  pursuant  to 
section  204(a),  shall  not  be  less  than  the 
following: 

(1)  28.6  per  centum  of  the  amount  of 
sugar  determined  under  section  201  when 
such  amount  is  seven  million  four  hundred 
thousand  short  tons  or  less;  and 

(2)  two  million  one  hundred  and  sixteen 
thousand  short  tons,  when  the  amount  of 
sugar  determined  under  section  201  is  more 
than  seven  million  four  hundred  thousand 
short  tons. 

The  quotas  for  domestic  sugar-producing 
areas,  established  pursuant  to  the  other 
provisions  of  this  title  II,  shall  be  reduced 
pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  may  be  required 
to  establish  such  minimum  quota  for  Cuba. 
(7  U.S.C.  1112(d)) 

(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign 
country  with  a  quota  or  proration  thereof  of 
more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons  fails  to 
fill  such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than 
10  per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such 
year  the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the 
domestic  price,  the  quota  or  proration  there¬ 
of  for  such  country  for  subsequent  years 
shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  by  which  such  country  failed  to  fill 
its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless  the 
Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to 
crop  disaster  or  force  majeure  or  finds  that 
such  reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  here¬ 
under  shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner 
as  deficits  are  prorated  under  section  204. 
(7  U.S.C.  1112(e)) 

This  must  be  done,  as  I  have  said,  in 
December.  In  my  judgment,  should  the 
pending  measure  be  approved,  and  un¬ 
less  other  legislation  is  approved  after 
the  Congress  returns  in  August,  we  will, 
as  a  practical  matter,  be  extending  the 
act  for  1  year  in  the  wee  hours  of  the 
morning,  under  duress,  without  a  fair 
opportunity  to  study  the  bill  in  detail. 

What  is  the  rush,  Mr.  President?  Why 
must  we  adopt  this  conference  report 
tonight,  in  toto,  without  change,  prac¬ 
tically  as  dictated  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture?  This  is  no  way 
to  legislate. 

For  my  own  part,  I  intend  to  vote 
against  the  conference  report.  As  I  have 
already  indicated,  the  practical  effect  of 
this  legislation  will  be  to  extend  the  act, 
under  terms  and  conditions  dictated  by 
the  House  of  Representatives,  for  an¬ 
other  year.  In  the  process,  circum¬ 
stances  will  arise  which  are  bound  to 
return  to  haunt  us. 

First,  should  a  portion  of  Cuba’s  quota 
be  parceled  out  among  other  foreign 
countries — and  quite  a  few  are  in  line 
for  just  that  kind  of  treatment  should 
this  legislation  become  law — we  will 
never  be  able  to  reduce  those  increased 
quotas.  The  countries  receiving  rights 
to  export  larger  quantities  of  sugar  to 
the  United  States  are  going  to  regard 
those  temporary  privileges  as  permanent. 
They  will  resist  demands  to  remove  them, 
if  and  when  a  friendly  government  re¬ 
turns  to  power  in  Cuba.  Thus,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  fear  we  may  be  paving  the  way 
for  an  orgy  of  Latin  American  irritation 


against  the  United  States.  Instead  of 
being  in  hot  water  only  with  regard  to 
Cuba,  this  legislation  practically  assures 
us  of  getting  involved  in  foreign  policy 
disputes  with  each  and  every  sugar  ex¬ 
porting  country  in  the  Caribbean  area. 
I  might  also  remark  that  when  a  friendly 
government  returns  to  Cuba — and  I  am 
convinced  that  the  bearded  demagogue 
Castro  will  not  forever  remain  in  power — 
Cuba  will  stand  in  dire  need  of  funds. 
She  can  obtain  these  funds  in  two  ways — 
either  by  selling  goods,  principally  sugar, 
to  the  United  States,  or  by  Uncle  Sam 
adding  Cuba  to  the  dole  list  under  the 
foreign-aid  program. 

We  have  not  made  any  friends  with 
foreign  aid,  Mr.  President,  and  there  is 
no  reason  to  believe  that  a  Castro-less 
Cuba  would  prove  any  exception.  On  the 
other  hand,  should  the  quota  presently 
assigned  to  Cuba  be  reduced,  and  the 
reduction  parceled  out  among  other 
countries,  we  will  never  be  able  to  regain 
those  increases — we  will  never  be  able  to 
permit  Cuba  to  regain  her  former  status 
as  a  supplier  of  sugar  to  the  United 
States.  At  least,  we  will  not  be  able  to  do 
so  by  cutting  back  on  other  countries. 
The  only  possible  way  that  Cuba’s  once- 
reduced  quota  might  be  returned,  under 
these  circumstances,  would  be  to  cut  the 
quotas  assigned  to  our  own  domestic 
producers. 

Is  this  what  Senators  want  to  do?  I 
do  not  believe  so.  At  least,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  not  going  to 
participate  in  such  an  effort.  I  caution 
Senators,  do  not  act  with  such  haste, 
under  emotional  pressure,  in  the  wee 
hours  of  the  morning,  that  in  our  efforts 
to  castigate  Castro  we  actually  wind  up 
paving  the  way  for  further  foreign  policy 
difficulties  abroad,  plus  the  possibility,  if 
not  probability,  of  injury  to  our  own 
sugar  producers  in  the  process. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  we  must  not 
forget  that  sugar  legislation  has  been 
pending  in  the  Congress  since  early  1959. 
The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  did 
not  report  a  bill  until  just  recently.  If 
this  legislation  now  before  us  is  enacted, 
I  am  willing  to  wager  that  the  chairman 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  will  do  again  in  1961  just 
exactly  what  he  has  done  in  1960 — name¬ 
ly,  refuse  to  act  until  the  last  moment,  in 
order  to  be  sure  that  he  gets  his  own 
way.  Oh,  it  is  said  that  the  Senate  will 
be  in  a  position  to  act  after  we  return 
in  August  by  attaching  sugar  legislation 
to  some  agricultural  bill  which  has  al¬ 
ready  been  approved  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  I  wish  I  could  believe 
this,  Mr. ■'President,  but  the  fact  is  that  I 
fear  some  elements  in  the  House  are  more 
desirous  of  playing  personal  and  partisan 
politics  than  in  assisting  in  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  legislation  which  would  assist 
our  domestic  sugar  producers,  and  pro¬ 
tect  consumers  against  the  ravages  of 
international  sugar  price  warfare. 

The  resolution  approved  by  the  Senate 
earlier  today  would  have  done  the  job 
that  needs  to  be  done.  It  provided  power 
to  deal  with  Castro  and  his  cohorts.  Yet, 
the  House  of  Representatives  raised  a 
constitutional  issue  and  shouted  it  down. 
The  net  result  is  that  the  only  vehicle 
which  might  reasonably  and  realistically 


be  available  for  use  later  this  year  as 
the  basis  for  long-range  sugar  legislation 
is  now  being  converted  into  a  1-year  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  act,  under  the  guise  of  a 
3 -month  extension,  with  the  terms 
thereof  dictated  by  the  House. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  vote 
against  this  conference  report.  I  am  as 
anxious  to  chastise  Castro  as  any  man 
in  this  Chamber,  but  I  am  not  going  to 
yield  to  my  animal  in  the  wee  small 
hours  of  the  morning,  particularly  when 
to  do  so  offers  every  assurance  that  we 
are  once  again  placing  the  necks  of  our 
sugar  producers  upon  the  House  chop¬ 
ping  block — when  to  do  so  means  that  we 
are  participating  in  the  creation  of  a  law 
which  will  foster  and  foment  further 
dislike  for  the  United  States  and  unrest 
in  the  Caribbean  areas. 

If  we  make  the  mistake  of  agreeing  to 
the  conference  report,  we  will  not  get 
sugar  legislation  this  year.  I  hope 
Senators  will  believe  me  when  I  say  that. 
If  I  am  incorrect  in  that  statement,  I 
should  like  to  have  my  good  friends  from 
Louisiana  and  from  Utah,  who  were  on 
the  conference  committee,  tell  me  so. 

As  I  have  said,  we  do  not  change  title 
II  in  respect  to  the  fixing  of  quotas. 
Those  quota  determinations  are  made  in 
December  of  each  year,  for  the  next 
calendar  year.  It  may  be  that  there  will 
be  an  allocation  of  only  one-fourth  of 
what  the  estimated  consumption  may 
be,  but  the  point  is  that  we  cannot  al¬ 
locate  to  any  offshore  producer  of  cane 
sugar  a  quota  for  only  3  months.  That 
has  to  be  done  on  the  basis  of  a  year. 

Sugar  cannot  be  produced  in  3  months. 
If  I  am  mistaken  on  that  I  should  like 
to  know  about  it. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  may 
the  Senator  from  Utah  respond? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  voted  for  the  Anderson  amend¬ 
ment.  That  is  what  we  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  Congress.  I  believe 
that  my  distinguished  colleague  did  not 
vote  for  the  amendment.  His  judgment 
probably  is  better  than  mine.  However, 
that  is  what  we  took  to  the  conference. 
Based  on  what  we  had  in  the  conference, 
we  did  pretty  well. 

As  one  of  the  conferees,  I  did  the  best 
I  could  to  get  everything  i  could  which 
was  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill. 
If  the  Senate  should  decide  to  reject 
the  report,  I  would  cheerfully  welcome 
the  decision  of  the  Senate  to  send  some 
Senator  with  the  great  ability  of  my 
colleague,  who  is  very  conversant  with 
sugar,  to  the  conference  to  renew  the 
battle.  That  will  be  all  right  with  me. 

I  say,  as  one  conferee,  that  this  is  the 
best  we  could  obtain.  If  some  other 
Senator  can  do  better,  I  should  be  will¬ 
ing  to  see  him  try. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  When  we  picked  up 
the  bill  which  the  House  sent  to  us,  H.R. 
12311,  amended  it,  and  sent  it  to  con¬ 
ference,  we  made  it  impossible,  practi¬ 
cally,  to  get  a  sugar  bill  this  year,  be¬ 
cause  the  House  will  have  to  give  us  a 
new  bill  before  we  could  act. 

The  House  conferees  made  it  perfectly 
clear  to  us  that  from  their  point  of  view 
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it  was  impossible  to  get  a  sugar  bill  even 
if  we  returned  in  August  because  the 
chairman  of  the  House  conferees  said, 
“I  have  been  elected,  but  my  colleagues 
have  not  been,  and  I  am  sure  I  cannot 
get  a  quorum  of  my  committee  together 
in  August.” 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  when  we  have  had  situations 
such  as  this,  which  involve  matters  of 
national  policy,  occur  in  election  years, 
in  the  war  years  Members  of  Congress 
did  not  plead  that  they  had  to  return  to 
their  districts  to  be  elected.  Members 
of  Congress  recognized  that  the  best 
place  for  them  was  on  the  floor  of  either 
the  House  or  the  Senate.  They  did  not 
plead  that  they  had  to  go  to  then*  home 
districts  to  be  elected. 

This  is  a  question  which  involves  na¬ 
tional  policy.  The  Congress  should  be  in 
session  in  August  to  settle  it.  This  is 
where  the  Members  ought  to  be,  if  they 
wish  to  be  reelected. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Utah  argued  in  the  con¬ 
ference  for  the  right  of  the  Committee 
on  Finance  to  consider  sugar  legislation 
in  August. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Perhaps  the 
Senator  remembers  that  a  short  time  ago 
we  had  before  us  an  amendment  to  re¬ 
quire  congressional  approval  of  expend¬ 
itures  running  into  $4  billion  a  year  for 
foreign  aid,  public  works  projects,  to 
learn  where  the  money  was  going,  and 
one  of  our  colleagues  said,  ‘‘If  we  are 
going  to  look  into  where  all  this  money 
is  going,  we  had  better  get  somebody  else 
to  look  into  it,  because  Senators  will  not 
have  time  to  hold  hearings  to  see  what 
is  happening  to  the  money.” 

In  this  instance  Members  of  the  House 
are  saying  that  they  have  acted  on  this 
measure  and  that  they  must  return  to 
their  home  districts  to  campaign  for 
election.  There  will  be  a  great  difficulty 
in  obtaining  a  quorum  of  the  House  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  MUNDT,  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  By  unanimous  consent 
I  should  like  to  propound,  if  I  may,  a 
question  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  because  if  I  understood  cor¬ 
rectly  his  analysis  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation,  it  would  be  a  fair  and  accurate 
statement  to  say  that  if  we  here  and 
now  approve  this  conference  report,  we 
would  be  delaying  for  1  year  any  op¬ 
portunity  to  expand  the  domestic  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  in  this  country.  Is 
that  the  interpretation  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  doubt  about  it  because,  as  I  said, 
under  the  law  as  it  now  stands — and  that 
part  of  it  is  not  affected — the  determina¬ 


tion  is  made  in  December  for  a  whole 
calendar  year,  and  then  the  quotas  are 
fixed  and  allotted  to  the  countries  and 
to  the  domestic  producers  as  described 
in  the  act. 

After  the  distribution  is  made,  we  cer¬ 
tainly  cannot  take  the  quotas  away. 
Particularly  would  it  be  hard  on  those 
who  produce  sugarcane,  because  sugar¬ 
cane  is  a  crop  that  grows  from  stubble. 
In  many  countries,  one  planting  yields 
as  many  as  four,  five,  or  six  crops.  If  this 
bill  is  passed,  we  shall  only  get  deeper  and 
deeper  into  foreign  relations  problems, 
as  pointed  out  by  my  good  friend  from 
Vermont.  We  will  simply  make  bad  mat¬ 
ters  worse.  That  is  what  will  happen. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Even  if  it  were  possible 
to  do  it  legally,  I  think  the  Senator  would 
agree  that  it  would  be  bad  foreign  policy 
to  try  to  take  it  away  after  they  have 
been  allocated  a  certain  production  for 
a  year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  frankly  have  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  study  in  detail 
the  hearings  that  the  House  held,  but  I 
believe  it  is  clear  that  the  House  bill 
would  give  more  and  more  of  our  sugar 
market  to  the  countries  to  the  south  of 
us,  particularly  Mexico,  Costa  Rica,  and 
Peru,  by  increasing  their  quotas.  Lively 
lobbyists  attempt  to  increase  the  quotas 
to  those  various  countries. 

We  do  not  propose  to  change  the  time 
at  which  the  quotas  will  be  allocated. 
It  is  December;  the  determination  will 
be  made  then.  The  quota  as  determined 
at  that  time  will  be  distributed  among 
the  various  countries.  If  the  President 
decides  to  exclude  Cuba,  the  quota  of 
Cuba  will  be  parceled  out  among  other 
countries. 

Under  the  compromise,  such  action 
would  mean  that  the  quotas  of  Mexico 
and  certain  other  countries  to  the  south 
of  us  would  be  increased. 

I  wish  to  make  this  point  also.  As  I 
said  last  night,  let  us  not  forget  that 
Castro  may  fade  out,  if  somebody  takes 
a  shot  at  him,  or  he  is  deposed.  We  must 
not  forget  also  that  42  percent  of  the 
sugar  that  is  now  produced  in  Cuba  is 
American-controlled  and  American- 
owned. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Senator  from 
Utah  recognizes  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  know  that  efforts 
would  be  made  to  restore  the  full  quota 
to  Cuba  if  and  when  Castro  were  re¬ 
moved  from  the  picture,  and  the  moment 
we  do  so,  we  shall  have  not  only  one 
country  to  the  south  of  us  irate,  but  we 
may  have  as  many  as  a  dozen,  which 
would  make  conditions  worse. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  make  the  point  that  one 
of  the  victories,  if  we  can  call  it  that, 
for  the  Senate,  and  one  of  the  points  on 
which  the  House  receded,*  was  that  the 
House  struck  the  word  “allocated”  from 
the  bill  and  put  in  its  place  the  word 
“purchase.”  Within  the  limits  of  the 
bill  the  conference  thought  that  was  the 
best  thing  it  could  do,  to  make  clear  to 
those  from  whom  the  President  secured 
sugar  under  the  bill  that  they  were  not 


getting  an  allocation.  The  President 
was  making  a  one-time  purchase.  I 
realize  that  one  may  say,  “They  will  ex¬ 
pect  it  anyway.”  But  so  far  as  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  law  is  concerned,  the  word 
“allocate”  is  not  in  it. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  think  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  says  is  exactly  correct.  But  the 
point  being  made  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  as  I  understand,  is  not  re¬ 
lated  to  the  point  to  which  the  Senator 
from  Utah  refers,  but  to  the  fact  that  by 
extending  the  determination  date  until 
April  1,  and  virtually  extending  the  de¬ 
termination  date  for  another  crop  year 
in  sugar,  it  is  denying  any  opportunity 
for  domestic  sugar  producers  to  get  in¬ 
creased  allocations  for  an  extra  year. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Let  us  assume  the 
Senator  is  right.  What  choice  did  the 
conference  have? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  conferees  could 
stick  with  the  Senate  date. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  House  conferees 
made  it  perfectly  plain  to  us  that  if  we 
had  done  so,  they  were  not  in  a  position 
to  act  in  August.  If  the  Senate  would 
like  to  send  the  bill  back  to  the  House, 
and  the  House  can  be  persuaded  that  it 
must  act  in  August,  no  one  would  be  more 
pleased  than  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  would  have  voted  for  that. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  only  one  contribution  I  can  make.  I 
happened  to  be  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
when  the  report  of  the  conference 
reached  the  House.  I  heard  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  read.  I  heard  the  argument  and 
the  report  of  the  able  chairman  of  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee,  Mr. 
Cooley.  I  heard  very  clear  reference, 
more  than  once,  to  the  fact  that  only 
one-fourth  year  was  involved  in  this 
proposal.  There  is  no  doubt  about  it. 

I  tried  to  find  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House,  and 
I  discovered  it  was  not  sent  over  here. 
I  sent  for  it.  I  do  not  know  whether 
we  can  get  it  or  not.  I  do  not  know 
whether  they  are  still  operating.  But 
I  am  completely  sure,  because  I  listened 
to  the  report,  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  stating  the  situation  exactly 
as  it  was  reported  and  exactly  as  it  was 
acted  upon  and  approved,  and  will  be 
found  not  once,  but  several  times,  in  the 
report  of  the  managers. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  seems  to 
me  that  if  the  Senate  wishes  to  be  fair 
with  its  conferees,  it  should  keep  in  mind 
that  we  were  in  conference  on  the  An¬ 
derson  amendments.  I  am  one  of  those 
who  voted  for  the  Anderson  amendments, 
but  some  of  those  who  did  not  want  the 
Anderson  amendments  and  voted  against 
them  are  some  of  those  who  criticized 
us  most  vehemently  because  we  did  not 
get  something  that  was  not  in  the  An¬ 
derson  amendments. 

The  Morse  amendment  would  have 
done  the  bare  minimum  the  Senate 
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sought  to  do  by  unanimous  vote.  I  voted 
for  the  Morse  amendment.  It  would  not 
have  assigned  any  additional  quota  to 
anyone.  It  would  reduce  the  quota,  and 
we  would  simply  run  short  of  sugar  until 
we  decided  what  we  wanted  to  do.  That 
was  the  Morse  proposal.  That  was  the 
previous  Bennett  proposal.  It  was  pro¬ 
posed  that  we  reduce  our  sugar  stocks 
in  this  country  until  we  decide  what  we 
shall  do  about  it. 

We  would  not  run  out  in  the  next  30 
days,  but  be  that  as  it  may,  that  proposal 
was  defeated.  We  were  not  in  confer¬ 
ence  on  that  amendment.  We  were  in 
conference  on  the  Anderson  amend¬ 
ments.  We  got  most  of  what  was  in  the 
Anderson  amendments.  It  is  true  that  I 
was  one  who  made  a  speech  here  on  the 
floor  to  the  effect  that  I  would  like  to 
see  this  entire  procedure  discretionary. 
We  remained  in  conference  for  2  hours 
fighting  with  the  House  members. 

I  should  like  to  have  seen  the  whole 
procedure  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
President.  However,  when  the  point  is 
made  that  when  some  foreign  nations 
which  sell  sugar  to  the  United  States 
will  become  irritated  if  we  buy  less  from 
them,  the  point  is  just  as  valid  should 
the  President  make  the  decision  to  give 
it  to  them,  as  it  is  that  the  House  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  should  make  that 
decision. 

Of  course,  once  we  start  buying  from 
one  of  these  countries  and  then  stop,  the 
country  will  not  like  it.  Neither  will 
Castro  like  it  if  the  President  decides 
to  reduce  his  quota. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  who,  I  believe,  has  re¬ 
ceived  the  papers  he  has  been  waiting 
for. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  just  received 
the  original  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House.  I  will  not 
take  the  time  to  read  it  all,  but  I  will 
read  the  part  to  which  I  referred  in  sub¬ 
stance  a  moment  ago: 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that 
in  establishing  quotas  for  the  period  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1961,  through  March  31,  1961,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  establish  a 
quota  for  each  area  or  country  of  one- 
fourth  of  the  quota  which  each  country  or 
area  would  have  received  had  the  act  been 
extended  in  its  present  form  for  1  calendar 
year. 

That  bears  out  the  statement  of  the 
able  chairman  of  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  House  and  the  able  ranking 
majority  member  of  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  At  this  late  hour  I  do 
not  wish  to  say  very  much,  but  I  do  wish 
to  point  out  that  the  domestic  interests 
in  this  entire  proceeding  have  been  woe¬ 
fully  neglected. 

The  bill  that  came  to  us  from  the 
House  arrived  here  at  6  minutes  after  12 
on  July  1,  with  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  taking  the  position  that  we  should 
accept  it. 

The  question  is  not  whether  the  House 
has  disregarded  the  rights  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  House  has  disregarded  the 


rights  of  a  great  segment  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people,  of  localities  which  have 
sugar  beet  acreage,  and  of  many  other 
localities  which  are  concerned  in  this 
matter.  Those  producers  are  coming  to 
their  courthouses,  to  see  their  agricul¬ 
tural  officials,  and  are  asking  for  beet 
acreage,  but  are  not  getting  it.  Congress 
has  failed  them  in  that  regard. 

I  realize  that  our  conferees  had  a  most 
difficult  time.  I  am  not  censuring  them 
at  all.  Perhaps  the  conference  report 
should  be  adopted.  I  do  not  know.  I  do 
believe  that  we  should  let  all  the  world — ■ 
including  every  country  which  hopes  to 
get  anything  extra  out  of  this  measure — ■ 
know  that  we  reserve  the  right  to  termi¬ 
nate  it,  to  change  it,  or  to  take  away  its 
benefits  in  any  way  Congress  chooses. 

Individual  Senators  are  not  to  blame. 
After  having  been  treated  by  the  House 
the  way  we  were,  the  leadership  of  the 
Senate  should  have  sent  the  bill  to  com¬ 
mittee,  and  on  next  Tuesday,  Wednes¬ 
day,  and  Thursday  the  Senate  could  have 
considered  the  proposed  legislation,  and 
could  have  worked  its  will  on  it  next 
week. 

I  merely  wish  the  Record  to  show  that 
in  my  opinion  the  domestic  interests,  the 
people  who  pay  the  taxes,  the  people  who 
have  a  claim  on  the  sugar  consumers  of 
this  country,  have  been  totally  neglected 
in  this  proceeding  because  of  the  manner 
in  which  the  bill  was  sent  to  the  Senate 
and  because  of  the  mad  rush  to  get  out 
of  here  last  night. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  speak  very  briefly  in  summariz¬ 
ing  my  position  with  regard  to  the  issue 
before  us  tonight,  and  to  state  why  I 
shall  oppose  the  conference  report.  Be¬ 
fore  I  start  my  brief  speech,  I  should 
like  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]  have  pointed  out  the  most 
important  issue  in  this  whole  complex 
problem  which  confronts  us  tonight 
when  they  indicated  that  we  have  be¬ 
fore  us  an  issue  of  foreign  policy. 

The  subject  matter  before  us  tonight 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  involves  a 
matter  of  foreign  policy  primarily.  We 
would  not  have  this  issue  before  us  on 
this  emergency  basis  tonight  if  it  were 
not  that  a  Communist  tyrant — and 
Castro  is  a  Communist,  whether  he 
belongs  to  the  party  he  follows  or  not — 
in  Cuba.  He  is  a  Communist  tyrant  in 
Cuba  who  is  both  confiscating  American 
property  in  Cuba  and  depreciating  the 
value  of  that  which  he  is  not  confiscat¬ 
ing  in  many  instances  by  the  imposition 
of  an  intervenor  in  charge  of  that  prop¬ 
erty  over  and  above  the  administrative 
rights  of  its  true  owner. 

He  has  created  a  very  serious  foreign- 
policy  situation  in  the  Caribbean.  It  is 
a  matter  of  concern  to  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  of  the  Senate,  and  has 
been  for  some  months.  We  have  been 
briefed  on  it  again  and  again  by  the 
State  Department.  Therefore,  I  find  it 
of  great  interest  to  be  told  tonight  what 
the  State  Department’s  position  is  with 
respect  to  the  conference  report  before 
us.  Frankly,  the  best  statement  we  can 


get  is  that  somebody  in  the  State  De¬ 
partment  said  they  can  “live  with  it.” 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
I.OOPER]  settled  that  point  very  clearly 
when  he  said  they  will  always  tell  us  that 
they  can  live  with  it  when  they  see  the 
inevitable  coming. 

What  has  been  needed  is  to  get  this 
matter  before  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  Committee  of  the  House  in 
order  to  discuss  its  implications  from  the 
standpoint  of  foreign  policy,  instead  of 
making  a  decision  on  foreign  policy  on 
the  basis  of  the  Sugar  Act,  an  act  which 
has  come  to  us  from  the  House  and  on 
which  there  has  not  been  1  hour  of  hear¬ 
ings,  certainly  not  with  reference  to  the 
factors  of  American  foreign  policy.  I  am 
completely  at  a  loss  to  understand  how 
we  can  run  these  risks. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark]  put  his  finger  on  another  very 
important  facet  of  this  problem  when 
he  brought  out  the  fact  that  the  manda¬ 
tory  provisions  of  the  House  impose 
upon  us,  by  the  conference  report,  the 
transfer  of  certain  quotas  of  sugar  from 
Cuba  to  Trujillo,  of  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public,  a  country  headed  by  another  ty¬ 
rant,  who  in  this  case  is  a  Fascist  tyrant, 
and  is  one  of  the  worst  tyrants  in  all  of 
Latin  America.  Giving  this  support  to 
that  tyrant  is  not  going  to  help  foreign 
relations  with  our  friends  in  Latin 
America. 

It  has  been  said,  “Oh,  we  have  reason 
to  believe  that  perhaps  Trujillo  will  go 
out  of  power,  and  some  other  adminis¬ 
tration  will  come  into  power  in  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic.”  Mr.  President,  we 
are  not  going  to  speed  the  going  out  of 
power  of  this  tyrant  by  strengthening 
his  economic  position.  We  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  speed  Trujillo’s  going  out  of  power 
by  giving  him  the  kind  of  weapon  that 
we  propose  to  give  to  him  by  the  adoption 
of  the  conference  report.  He  would  be 
stronger  than  before  the  Sugar  Act  ex¬ 
tension  was  passed. 

Earlier  this  evening — many  of  the 
Senators  who  are  here  were  not  present 
at  that  time,  although  I  see  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  here,  and  he  will  bear 
out  what  I  said  before  and  what  I  now 
summarize — I  informed  the  Senator  that 
the  Subcommittee  on  Latin  America  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  has 
been  conducting  a  study  for  the  Senate. 
Incidentally,  the  Senate  appropriated 
over  $100,000  for  the  study  which  took 
more  than  a  year  and  a  half  covering 
Latin-American  countries.  Some  of  us 
have  traveled  in  many  of  the  countries 
in  Latin  America,  and  have  held  confi¬ 
dential  conferences  with  heads  of  States 
and  with  heads  of  departments  with 
whom  the  heads  of  States  asked  us  to 
confer. 

I  betray  no  confidence  when  I  say  that 
in  my  own  study  last  fall  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  I  talked  at  some  length  with  the 
President  of  Brazil,  the  President  of 
Venezuela,  and  the  President  of  Colombia 
in  regard  to  this  matter,  and  listened  to 
them  protest  against  our  sugar  policies 
toward  Brazil,  Venezuela,  and  Colombia. 

How  do  Senators  think  the  people  of 
these  countries  are  going  to  feel  about 
this  type  of  an  extension  of  the  Sugar 
Act  when  our  sugar  policy  is  one  of  the 
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causes  of  misunderstanding  in  Latin 
America  toward  the  United  States? 

We  proceed  today  with  an  act  which 
continues  to  leave  many  of  these  coun- 
rties  out  of  the  picture.  We  are  doing 
nothing  in  this  act  which  will  have  any 
effect  in  changing  the  attitude  in  Brazil, 
Venezuela,  and  Colombia;  and  we  can 
add  Ecuador,  El  Salvador,  and  Guate¬ 
mala.  Do  not  forget  that  Guatemala,  as 
I  said  earlier  in  the  evening,  is  one  of 
the  strongest  anti-Castro  countries  in 
Latin  America.  We  should  do  something 
to  try  to  improve  the  situation  in  Guate¬ 
mala.  In  my  judgment,  what  we  are 
doing  here  today  can  be  taken  as  a  slap 
at  her  face. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  under¬ 
stand  why  we  should  adopt  these  manda¬ 
tory  provisions  in  the  Sugar  Act,  when  we 
know  that  foreign  relations  problems 
confront  us  in  such  Latin  American 
countries  as  Brazil,  Colombia,  Venezuela, 
Guatemala,  Ecuador,  and  El  Salvador. 

I  simply  make  the  plea  that  we  not 
make  this  mistake,  because  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  mandatory  provisions  can  be 
misinterpreted  all  over  Latin  America. 

We  are  proceeding  to  increase  the 
allotment  for  Formosa.  Do  we  really  be¬ 
lieve  that  action  will  make  the  people 
of  Latin  America  happy?  They  will  say, 
“We  think  you  are  already  discriminat¬ 
ing  against  us  in  regard  to  sugar.’’  They 
will  ask,  “Why  are  you  increasing  the 
allotment  of  the  Netherlands?  We  are  at 
your  front  door.  We  are  your  neighbors. 
We  want  to  help  you.  We  want  to 
strengthen  the  cause  of  freedom  in  Latin 
America.  We  need  your  help,  and  not 
this  kind  of  treatment.  We  have  been 
asking  you  to  negotiate  with  us  in  our 
behalf  in  regard  to  sugar.  But  you  are 
passing  a  Sugar  Act  which,  in  effect,  pro¬ 
vide’’ — as  has  been  brought  out  in  the 
debate  already,  but  I  think  it  needs  to  be 
restated — “that  you  will  give  Haiti,  Pana¬ 
ma,  the  Netherlands,  and  Nationalist 
China  an  increase  in  the  amount  of 
sugar.” 

This  will  be  resented  by  the  countries 
of  Latin  America  which  have  been  plead¬ 
ing  with  us  to  negotiate  with  them  in 
regard  to  sugar. 

We  have  said  to  Brazil,  “You  will  have 
to  diversify.”  We  have  pointed  out  to 
Brazil,  in  our  discussions  with  her  rep¬ 
resentatives,  when  they  have  needed  to 
negotiate  loans,  that  she  is  a  one-product 
country — a  coffee-producing  country. 
Brazil  has  said,  “We  have  some  sugar. 
We  would  like  to  sell  some  of  it  to  you.” 

In  this  measure  we  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity,  in  my  judgment,  to  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  what  he  needs — and  I  shall  come 
to  that  point  next — without,  in  effect, 
passing  a  Sugar  Act  on  which  hearings 
have  not  been  held;  without  any  hear¬ 
ings  as  to  its  foreign  policy  relations. 
What  do  we  do?  We  say,  in  effect,  to 
Brazil,  “We  will  not  negotiate  with  you 
on  that  question  now,  but  we  are  in¬ 
creasing  the  sugar  allotments  to  other 
countries.”  That  will  be  the  effect.  We 
can  call  it  a  purchase,  if  we  wish.  The 
fact  is  that  it  is  a  mandatory  purchase, 
so  far  as  Brazil  is  concerned.  Those 
countries  will  get  consideration  whether 
it  is  called  a  purchase  or  an  allocation. 

Let  us  not  forget  that  where  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic  comes  into  the  picture 


is  in  section  Cb),  the  mandatory  provi¬ 
sion  about  full  duty  nations  having  full 
duties  under  the  act,  except  the  five 
nations  mentioned  in  section  (b) . 

What  I  think  we  should  do  is  to  rec¬ 
ognize  that  this  issue  was  created  by  a 
foreign  policy  crisis  in  Cuba;  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  ought  to 
have  the  power  in  order  to  settle  the 
sugar  issue  in  relation  to  Cuba,  in  our 
national  interest;  and  that  we  ought  to 
proceed  as  rapidly  as  we  can  to  come 
to  grips  with  the  Sugar  Act  problem. 

Probably  we  cannot  pass  a  Sugar  Act 
in  August  1960.  However,  that  does  not 
mean  that  we  are  justified  in  extending 
the  act,  as  it  is  being  extended  in  this 
conference  report  today,  until  April  1, 
1961.  I  quite  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough]  and  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
that  the  April  1  date  can  be  included,  if 
we  wish;  but  the  effect  will  be  that  it 
will  cover  the  crop  period  for  1961. 

I  can  hear  the  argument  now:  “Do  not 
put  us  in  a  vacuum,  gentlemen.”  Sen¬ 
ators  know  the  kind  of  argument  they 
will  hear  next  spring.  We  will  have  giv¬ 
en  these  countries  cause  to  believe,  real¬ 
ly,  that  they  could  go  ahead  and  plant 
the  1961  crops,  and  they  have  done  so. 
Now  we  shall  cause  much  ill  feeling  if 
we  say  we  are  not  going  ahead  with  the 
program,  at  least  through  the  year  1961. 

I  am  satisfied,  as  a  practical  matter, 
that  what  we  are  doing  today  is  debat¬ 
ing  a  Sugar  Act  which  will  continue  in 
effect  at  least  through  1961. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Dworshak],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Hrttska],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mtjndt],  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  and  perhaps 
other  Senators,  who  have  been  giving  at¬ 
tention  to  the  domestic  problem,  have  a 
point  we  cannot  ignore.  What  do  we 
believe  the  effect  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  will  be  on  this  very  difficult  issue? 
Many  Members  of  the  Senate  are  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  domestic  producer  prob¬ 
lem  in  this  country,  and  the  fact  is  that 
this  act  does  not  protect  their  interests. 
A  sugar  act  ought  to  protect  them.  That 
is  why  hearings  ought  to  be  held  on  the 
Sugar  Act. 

I  speak  most  respectfully  to  the  House, 
but  I  also  speak  in  self-defense.  I  do 
not  like  the  feeling  of  a  legislative  black¬ 
jack  on  my  head.  I  do  not  like  to  be 
beaten,  parliamentarily,  into  submission, 
particularly  when  I  know  that  the  pro¬ 
posal,  with  which  the  other  body  may 
be  very  happy,  is  not  in  the  best  interests 
of  my  country.  I  am  satisfied  of  that. 
I  am  satisfied  that  we  ought  to  pay  at¬ 
tention  to  the  advice  given  to  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
It  is  interesting  to  observe  how  many  of 
them  have  been  talking  on  this  subject. 
It  is  interesting  to  note  how  many  of 
them  voted  for  the  Morse  amendment 
some  hours  ago.  We  have  tried  to  live 
with  this  problem  .  We,  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Foreign  Relations,  have  been 
briefed  by  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  brief  statement? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  yield  in  just  a 
moment. 

I  remember  the  last  briefing  was  when 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  Rubottom, 
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in  charge  of  Latin  American  Affairs; 
Ambassador  Bonsai;  and  an  economic 
adviser  spent  a  whole  afternoon  with  the 
committee  discussing  the  problem  of 
Cuba.  The  sugar  problem  played  a  very 
important  part  in  the  discussion.  It  was 
at  that  meeting  that  we  first  got  the  word 
from  the  administration  that  they  be¬ 
lieved  if  things  worsened  in  Cuba  they 
would  ask  for  the  very  authority  for  the 
President  which  I  had  provided  in  my 
amendment  earlier  this  evening.  The 
defeat  of  the  amendment  was,  I  believe, 
a  great  mistake,  because  it  meant  that 
our  conferees  went  to  the  House  in  a 
weakened  bargaining  position.  All  that 
really  was  left,  all  that  really  counted, 
was  to  bargin  over  “shall”  or  “may.” 

That  was  the  position  in  which  we 
put  our  conferees.  I  do  not  criticize 
them.  We  were  not  fair  to  our  confer¬ 
ees.  We  did  not  give  them  a  very  broad 
bracket  or  framework  in  which  to  nego¬ 
tiate  with  the  House.  It  became  quite 
a  major  issue  as  to  whether  the  lan¬ 
guage  was  to  be  permissive,  as  proposed, 
or  mandatory,  as  the  House  insisted 
on.  That  was  not  being  fair  to  our  con¬ 
ferees.  I  think  we  weakened  them  when 
we  sent  them  to  the  House  with  the  An¬ 
derson  amendment  rather  than  the 
Morse  amendment. 

I  think  we  are  making  a  serious  for¬ 
eign  policy  blunder  tonight.  We  ought 
to  reject  the  conference  report,  send  it 
back  to  the  House,  and  try  to  have  the 
House  understand  that  our  plea  to  them 
is  not  on  the  basis  of  sugar,  but  that 
sugar  is  only  an  instrumentality  which 
we  have  to  use  in  connection  with  a 
solution  of  the  foreign  policy  crisis  which 
has  been  created  by  Castro,  in  Cuba. 
We  should  try  to  persuade  the  House 
that  statesmanship  calls  for  us  to  place 
in  the  hands  of  the  Chief  Executive,  who 
after  all,  in  time  of  crisis,  is  the  man 
who  has  to  take  ultimate  control,  the 
weapon  which  he  needs  most  of  all.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  best  weapon  we 
can  provide  is  to  let  him  exercise  his 
discretion  and  his  judgment  as  to  what 
is  best  for  our  international  interests  in 
regard  to  the  handling  of  the  Cuban 
situation. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  has  already 
pointed  out  that  that  does  not  mean  we 
will  fall  short  in  any  sugar  supply.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  can  buy 
sugar  as  it  may  be  needed  in  order  to 
meet  a  deficiency.  I  think  that  is  the  ap¬ 
proach  we  should  make  to  this  problem. 
We  ought  to  reject  the  conference  report. 
I  think  it  is  our  duty  to  reject  it.  I  think 
we  owe  it  to  the  President  to  reject 
it.  I  think  we  owe  it  to  our  country.  I 
think  we  owe  it  to  our  domestic  sugar 
producers,  to  be  fair  to  them.  There¬ 
fore,  I  shall  vote  against  the  conference 
report. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  stated  that  he  was  pleased  to 
note  the  uniformity  of  the  votes  cast  by 
the  members  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  in  favor  of  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment.  I  voted  in  favor  of  the  Morse 
amendment  because  I  believed  that  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  described  with  sub¬ 
stantial  accuracy  the  impression  made 
upon  the  members  of  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  in  regard  to  the  course 
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our  Government  should  follow  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  subject.  The  recitation 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  in 
support  of  his  plea  that  his  amendment 
be  adopted  was  corroborated  by  the  testi¬ 
mony  offered  before  our  committee,  as  I 
can  recall. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent — 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
ready  to  yield  the  floor,  and  to  permit 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  to  take  the  floor 
in  his  own  right. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Muskie  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Iowa? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  wish  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Oregon  for  his 
statement.  In  my  judgment  he  was 
completely  accurate  when  he  pointed  out 
that  the  urgency  of  this  particular  meas¬ 
ure  arises,  not  as  a  result  of  the  economic 
situation,  but  as  a  result  of  our  interna¬ 
tional  relationships  and  foreign  policy. 
That  is  basically  and  fundamentally  the 
reason  why  we  are  now  considering  this 
matter,  and  why  we  engaged  in  debate  on 
yesterday  about  this  sugar  situation,  and 
why  the  issues  are  so  acute.  The  urgency 
of  this  issue  is  generated  primarily  by 
an  international  situation  which  is  pri¬ 
marily  a  foreign-policy  matter.  If  it 
were  primarily  an  economic  matter,  and 
if  it  involved,  primarily,  economics  and 
trade,  probably  there  would  not  be  the 
necessity  for  our  taking  the  proposed 
action. 

So  I  commend  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  for  pointing  out  so  clearly  that  this 
is  a  matter  of  foreign  policy,  and  almost 
foreign  policy  alone,  although  of  course 
economic  factors  are  involved  in  it. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  said  some¬ 
thing  about  the  reports  we  have  had  here 
on  the  floor  about  hearings  by  the  House 
committee.  A  moment  ago  I  talked  to  a 
Member  of  the  House  who  was  then  in 
this  Chamber;  and  he  told  me  that,  al¬ 
though  he  is  not  a  member  of  the  House 
committee,  he  had  word  from  two  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  committee  that  no 
hearings  at  all  were  held  on  this  bill  in 
the  House  committee;  that  apparently 
the  bill  was  prepared  the  night-  before  it 
was  voted  to  be  reported  to  the  House; 
and  that  the  only  meeting  the  committee 
held  on  the  bill  was  one  to  mark  up  the 
bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  know  what 
happened  in  the  House  committee;  but 
I  know  that  the  Senate  committee  has 
not  held  hearings  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  permit  me  to 
make  a  correction,  following  his  state¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  did  not  re¬ 
cite  that  as  a  fact;  I  merely  repeated 
what  a  Member  of  the  House  told  me  was 
accurate  information. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  can  inform  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  that  the  only  hear¬ 
ings  which  were  held  were  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  hearing  two  members  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch — the  Secretary  of  State 


and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Be¬ 
fore  the  bill  was  written  up,  the  commit¬ 
tee  heard  those  two  gentlemen. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  think  the 
House  Member  did  say  that  the  bill  was 
written  up  one  evening,  and  that  the 
next  day  there  was  some  consultation 
with  the  State  Department,  or  something 
of  that  sort.  But,  in  other  words,  there 
were  no  hearings — so  far  as  my  infor¬ 
mation  goes — in  the  committee  of  the 
other  body  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  sure  there  is  a 
record  of  a  formal  hearing  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  At  any  rate, 
my  understanding  of  the  information  I 
had  was  that  there  was  consultation 
which  might  be  called  a  hearing,  but 
it  was  consultation  with  a  representative 
of  the  State  Department,  and  perhaps 
with  a  representative  of  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  on  the  day  when  the  bill 
was  in  the  House  committee  and  on  the 
day  when  the  bill  was  brought  out  of  the 
committee  and  was  reported  to  the 
House. 

But  we  cannot  overemphasize  what  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  already  has  em¬ 
phasized;  namely,  that  this  is  a  matter 
of  foreign  policy;  and  in  these  times  of 
tension,  I  believe  it  to  be  highly  essen¬ 
tial  that  the  Chief  Executive  be  given 
discretionary  power  to  handle  this  mat¬ 
ter  in  accordance  with  the  best  interests 
of  the  foreign  policy  of  the  United 
States,  and  as  a  powerful  weapon  to  be 
used  in  advancing  the  cause  of  freedom 
in  this  hemisphere,  and  as  a  means  of 
combatting  the  subversion  which,  at 
least  in  one  area,  is  creeping  into  this 
hemisphere  in  an  alarming  degree. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much,  indeed. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  about  the  clear-cut 
case  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  made 
in  regard  to  the  foreign  policy  aspects 
of  this  matter.  I  believe  they  are  most 
important.  He  did  well  to  point  out  the 
surprising  degree  of  unanimity  of  opin¬ 
ion  among  the  members  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee — as  shown  by  the 
votes  cast  yesterday  and  today — in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  matter. 

I  say  that  the  next  aspect  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  is  the  economic  problem  and  the 
question  of  the  effect  on  the  American 
market.  In  this  respect,  we  find  that 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry — as  did  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee — voted  in  opposition  to  this  measure. 
The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  and  a  number  of 
the  other  members  of  that  committee 
have  been  leaders  in  this  debate,  and 
have  stressed  the  fact  that  we  must  take 
away  from  Castro  this  economic  ad¬ 
vantage,  which  he  is  receiving  now. 

We  are  asking  that  the  President  be 
allowed  to  use  this  means  to  obtain  the 
maximum  benefits  for  our  country. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 


Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUSH.  The  Senator  from  Oregon 
has  made  a  very  persuasive  argument. 
However,  if  the  Senate  rejects  the  con¬ 
ference  report — as  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  recommends — where  will  that 
leave  us? 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  cannot  justify  the 
adoption  of  a  report  if  we  believe  it  will 
do  our  country  great  injury.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  it  will  do  just  that,  as  regards  our 
Nation’s  relationships  with  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica;  I  am  convinced  of  that,  as  a  result 
of  the  conferences  I  have  had  about  this 
matter  during  the  last  year. 

If  the  Senator  rejects  the  conference 
report,  we  shall  have  a  chance  to  remain 
here  and  to  battle  out  the  problem. 

I  would  have  liked  to  have  the  Senate 
dispose  of  this  problem  before  now,  too. 
We  had  an  opportunity  to  do  so  a  week 
ago,  but  we  did  not  do  it. 

I  do  not  think  we  should  walk  out  on 
our  responsibilities  in  connection  with 
the  foreign  policy  of  our  country,  merely 
because  the  political  conventions  are  ap¬ 
proaching.  I  believe  this  issue  is  causing 
a  great  crisis  in  the  Caribbean. 

So  I  believe  we  should  stay  here  until 
we  settle  this  matter, 

Mr.  BUSH.  Right  now?  This  week? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes,  right  now. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  about  2 
o’clock  this  morning  I  tried  to  state  as 
precisely  as  I  could  my  position  on  this 
issue. 

I  rise  now  only  to  explain  the  vote  I 
shall  cast  on  the  question  of  agreeing 
to  the  conference  report. 

I  believe  there  is  a  slight  tendency- 
and  I,  for  one,  pointed  out  months  ago 
that  this  would  happen — to  permit  inter¬ 
national  considerations — in  this  instance, 
in  relationship  to  the  Sugar  Act — to  out¬ 
weigh  the  domestic  considerations.  Cer¬ 
tainly  at  this  time  I  cannot  overlook  the 
domestic  considerations. 

I  say  to  my  good  friends  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from 
Utah,  I  do  not  detract  from  what  they 
did.  I  do  not  think  any  Member  of  the 
Senate  who  would  have  been  sent  there 
to  do  the  job  they  had  to  do  tonight 
could  have  come  out  with  better  results 
than  they  did.  But  I  cannot  help  com¬ 
ing  to  the  conclusion  that,  from  an  in¬ 
ternational  standpoint,  and  also  from 
the  standpoint  of  our  own  sugar  beet 
people  in  this  country,  I  must  vote 
against  the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  On  this  question  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An¬ 
derson]  ,  the  Senators  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible  and  Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senators 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd  and  Mr.  Rob¬ 
ertson],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening], 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill], 
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the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  the  Senators  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr.  Monroney],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara]  ,  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  ,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Pastore]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen- 
tors  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee  and  Mr. 
O'Mahoney]  ,  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Symington]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings]  is  absent 
because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senators  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the 
Senators  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible  and 
Mr.  Cannon]  ,  the  Senators  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd  and  Mr.  Robertson]  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland], 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill],  the  Senators  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr  and  Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas¬ 
tore],  the  Senators  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Hennings  and  Mr.  Symington]  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Beall]  ,  the 
Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges  and  Mr.  Cotton],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Salton- 
stall]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Martin] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  official 
business.  * 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Senators 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Brunsdale  and 
Mr.  Young],  the  Senators  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson  and  Mr.  Schoeppel],  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper], 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr)  Gold- 
water],  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits],  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Wiley],  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  32, 
nays  24,  as  follows: 


[No.  279] 
YEAS — 32 


Bartlett 
Bennett 
Byrd,  W.  Va. 
Case,  N.J. 
Dirksen 


Dodd 

Hartke 

Engle 

Hayden 

Ervin 

Holland 

Pong 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Hart 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Jordan 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Kefauver 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Kuchel 

Moss 

Williams,  N.J. 

Long,  Hawaii 

Scott 

Yarborough 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Young,  Ohio 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

NAYS— 24 

Aiken 

Dworshak 

Lusk 

Allott 

Ellender 

Morse 

Bush 

Goldwater 

Mundt 

Carroll 

Hickenlooper 

Muskie 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Church 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Clark 

Keating 

Randolph 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Smith 

NOT  VOTING — 44 

Anderson 

Frear 

Monroney 

Beall 

Pulbright 

Morton 

Bible 

Gore 

Murray 

Bridges 

Green 

O’Mahoney 

Brunsdale 

Gruening 

Fastore 

Butler 

Hennings 

Robertson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hill 

Russell 

Cannon 

Humphrey 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Javits 

Schoeppel 

Carlson 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Chavez 

Kerr 

Symington 

Cooper 

McGee 

Wiley 

Cotton 

McNamara 

Williams,  Del. 

Douglas 

Magnuson 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Eastland 

Martin 

AUTHORIZATION  TO  SIGN  EN¬ 
ROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESO¬ 
LUTIONS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pru¬ 
dent,  I  offer  the  resolution  which  I  send 
to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  state/  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  stated  for  the/nforma- 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read/the  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  Con.  Res.  712),. afe  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  off  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring) ,  Teat  notwithstand- 
the  adjournment  of  thor two  Houses  until 
August  the  8th  and  15fcn,  1960,  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
President  of  the  Se/ate  be,  and  they  are 
hereby,  authorized  Vo  sign  enrolled  bills  and 
joint  resolutions  /uly  passed  by  the  two 
Houses  and  found  truly  enrolled. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  cm  agreeing  to  the  resolution. 
The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  AU' 


to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the 
table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ADJOURNMENT 
HOUSES  ON 
AND  AUGUST 

Mr.  JOHNSO: 
dent,  I  ask 
before  the  Si 


THE  TWO 
3,  TO  AUGUST  8, 
1960 

of  Texas.  Mr.  Flresi- 
residing  Officer  to  \£y 
the  amendments 


ORITY  TO  MAKE  APPOINT¬ 
MENTS 

r.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi- 
t,  I  offer  the  resolution  which  I  send 
'o  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  stated  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  352)  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  notwithstanding  the  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  two  Houses  pursuant  to 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  112,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  appointments  to  commis¬ 
sions  or  committees  authorized  by  law,  by 
concurrent  action  of  the  two  Houses,  or  by 
order  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


the  House  of/ Representatives  to  Senate 
ConcurrentResolution  112. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the/Senate  the  amendments  of  the 
House  /i  Representatives  to  the  concur¬ 
rent  ^resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  112)  pro- 
for  an  adjournment  of  the  two 
ses  from  July  2,  1960,  to  August  8, 
),  which  were,  to  strike  out  all  after 
'he  resolving  clause  and  insert : 

That  when  the  two  Houses  shall  adjourn 
on  Sunday,  July  3,  1960,  the  Senate  shall 
stand  adjourned  until  12  o’clock  noon  on 
Monday,  August  8,  1960,  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  shall  stand  adjourned  until 
12  o’clock  noon  on  Monday,  August  15,  1960. 

Amend  the  title  to  read:  “Concurrent 
resolution  providing  for  the  adjournment 
of  the  Senate  from  July  3,  1960,  to  August 
8,  1960,  and  the  adjournment  of  the 
House  from  July  3,  1960,  to  August  15, 
1960.” 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  concur  in 
the  House  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


STATUS  QUO  OF  NOMINATIONS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  submit  a  resolution  which  I  send 
,  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
lesolved,  That  notwithstanding  the  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  Senate  under  Senate  Con¬ 
current  Resolution  112,  as  amended,  and  the 
provisions  of  rule  XXXVIII  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  the  status  quo  of  nomi¬ 
nations  \iow  pending  and  not  finally  acted 
upon  at  the  time  of  taking  such  adjourn¬ 
ment  shalrbe  preserved. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  resolution^ 

There  being  i\o  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  w^ys  agreed  to. 

AUTHORITY  TO  RECEIVE  MESSAGES 
FROM  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texa*.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  submit  a  resolution  Vhich  I  send 
to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  ah  follows: 

Ordered,  That,  notwithstandingYthe  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  two  Houses  undeX  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  112,  the  Secretary  be, 
and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  to  receiveNmes- 
sages  from  the  House  of  Representatives 
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students  from  the  University  of  North 
Carolina,  Stephens  College,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  University,  St.  Albans  School, 
Trinity  College,  as  well  as  Steve  John¬ 
son,  a  law\student  at  Georgetown  Uni¬ 
versity.  Daring  one  hectic  but  thor¬ 
oughly  enjoyable  week  we  had  a  total 
of  20  persons  crowded  into  the  2  rooms 
of  my  office  sui 

During  1959,  wlmn  first  I  conducted 
this  program,  I  hackto  bear  the  bulk  of 
the  cost  myself.  Tnis  year,  however, 
through  the  cooperation  and  generosity 
of  eight  forward  minded  industries  in 
the  Ohio  Valley,  contributions  were 
made  to  cosponsor  the  tripe  for  several 
of  the  students,  and  enabled  the  program 
to  become  even  more  successful  than  in 
1959.  These  contributions  wave  gov¬ 
erned  and  supervised  by  the  American 
Political  Science  Association,  and  \  owe 
them  a  debt  of  thanks,  as  well  as  a  huge 
expression  of  gratitude  to  the  indus¬ 
tries — Schurman  Construction  Co.,  o' 
Huntington,  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber 
Co.,  Kaiser  Aluminum  &  Chemical  Co., 
Celanese  Chemicals  Co.,  Vanadium  Corp. 
of  America,  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Rail¬ 
way,  Standard  Ultramarine  Co.,  and  one 
anonymous  cosponsor. 

Through  their  aid,  we  were  able  to 
provide  better  coordinated  housing  for 
the  students,  more  events  and  points  of 
interest  to  visit,  and  generally  better 
accommodations.  However,  the  greatest 
credit  for  the  success  of  this  program 
belongs  not  to  me,  nor  to  my  staff,  nor  to 
anyone  else  but  the  students  themselves. 

The  interest  and  desire  of  the  students 
to  leam  inspired  and  impressed  every 
one  of  us  who  came  into  contact  with 
them.  I  want  the  Record  to  show  their 
names,  for  it  was  they  more  than  any¬ 
one  else  who  made  the  “1960  Week  in 
Washington’’  program  the  exciting, 
memorable  event  that  it  was: 

Mary  Margaret  Loemker,  of  Hunting- 
ton;  Brenda  Courts,  of  Milton;  Mary  Lee 
Holland,  of  Ripley;  Nadia  Tabor  of  Yaw- 
key;  Natalie  Waugh,  of  Point  Pleasant; 
Betty  Jo  Winland,  of  St.  Marys;  Shirley 
Wall,  of  Winfield;  Roylene  Alberts,  of 
Spencer;  Linda  Woodburn,  of  Alma; 
Joyce  Lycan,  of  Fort  Gay;  Nancy  Hug¬ 
gins,  of  Williamstown;  Peter  Bob  Cal¬ 
houn,  of  Huntington;  Michael  San 
Smith  of  Barboursville;  Christopher 
Borrie,  of  Ravenswood;  Jimmy  /Lee 
Robinson,  of  Ranger;  Jerry  Lawaem,  of 
Point  Pleasant;  John  Burton  Adkrns  and 
Tom  Young,  of  St.  Marys;  D/Edward 
Bowman,  of  Winfield;  Brice /Abbott,  of 
Walton;  Darrell  Moeck,  of/Sistersville; 
Max  Belcher,  of  Wayn/f  Robert  C. 
Finch,  of  Parkersburg. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  do  n0thing  else  in  this 
Congress,  I  am  proud /f  the  contribution 
which  this  prograrr/ias  made  toward  in¬ 
spiring  young  people  to  take  an  increas¬ 
ing  interest  in  your  great  democracy. 
Young  people  are  the  greatest  natural 
resource  which  West  Virginia  and  the 
Nation  possess.  An  investment  in  their 
education  As  the  soundest  investment 
anyone  can  make  in  the  future  security 
of  our  Nation. 


tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

[Mr.  HECHLER’S  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


AFTER  RECESS 


HECHLER  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
SCormack)  was  given  permission  to  ex- 


PROGRAM  FOR  BALANCE  OF  THE 
DAY  AND  NEXT  WEEK 

(Mr.  HALLECK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  tune  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring 
of  the  majority  leader  as  to  the  program 
for  the  balance  of  the  day  and  for  next 
week. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  We  will  have  to 
adjourn  over  until  Monday,  and  it  is  im¬ 
portant  that  the  Members  be  here.  I 
cannot  guarantee,  but  some  important 
matters  might  come  up.  There  might  be 
some  suspensions. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Can  the  gentleman 
tell  us  what  suspensions  we  might  an- 
icipate  on  Monday? 

‘  Mr.  McCORMACK.  Well,  one  is  the 
equal  time  bill,  and  there  may  be  some' 
thing  in  connection  with  sugar  legisla, 
tion.  \am  unable  to  state. 

Mr.  IIALLECK.  I  express  the  nope 
that  we  niay  have  something  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  Yugar  legislation, 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  thoroughly 
agree. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  And  the/other  sus. 
pension  is  the  oriel  understand  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas /talked  about 
earlier,  the  equal  time  /ill, 

Mr.  McCORMACK/  And,  of  course, 
Monday  is  Consent /Calendar  day. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  / I  would  suggest  to 
the  gentleman,  at  least  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned;  having  not  anticipated  that 
the  Consent  Calendar  would,  be  called 
on  Monday- 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  mi&Jit  say 
neither  did  I. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  doubt  whether  the 
objectors  on  our  side  would  have  thdun- 
formation  about  the  bills  that  might\e 
on  the  Consent  Calendar  that  would 
necessary  for  them  to  have  if  they  were’ 
intelligently  act  on  the  bills  that  might 
come  up. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Ordinarily  I  am 
in  a  position  where  I  can  answer  any 
question  in  that  regard,  because  I  an¬ 
ticipate  and  prepare  the  program,  and 
usually  consult  with  my  friend  from  In¬ 
diana,  as  he  knows. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  might  make  an 
inquiry,  not  a  parliamentary  inquiry  but 
to  ihquire  of  the  Speaker  as  to  whether 
or  not  we  are  going  to  have  any  further 
recess  this  evening. 

>-  The  SPEAKER.  For  a  short  while,  I 
hope. 

RECESS 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  House  will  stand  in  recess  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Accordingly  (at  11  o’clock  and  13  min¬ 
utes  p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 


The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  at 
2  o’clock  and  35  minutes,  a.m. 

FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROJ 
SENATE 


A  further  message  from 
Mr.  McGown,  one  of  its 
nounced  that  the  Se: 
without  amendment 
of  the  following  tit! 

H.R.  5436.  An  act  /  provide  for  a  register 
in  the  Departmen/of  Commerce  in  which 
shall  be  listed  th/names  of  certain  persons 


e  Senate  by 
clerks,  an¬ 
te  had  passed 
ill  of  the  House 


who  have  had  tj 
licenses  revoke; 


sir  motor  vehicle  operator’s 


The  mesp&ge  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  t/e  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

12311.  An  act  to  extend  for  1  year 
tl>4  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendments  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  Anderson, 
and  Mr.  Bennett  to  be  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested: 

S.  299.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dalworth 
C.  Ebner  and  John  Wessels;  and 

S.  3727.  An  act  to  authorize  the  bonding 
of  persons  engaging  in  the  home  improve¬ 
ment  business,  and  for  other  purposes. 

» 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  recedes  from  its  amendments 
numbered  7,  8,  9,  14,  and  17  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  12740)  entitled  “An  act  making 
supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of 
\the  House  to  Senate  amendment  No. 
to  the  above-entitled  bill. 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  12311)  to 
extend  for  1  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  and  agree  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  would  like 
for  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
to  advise  the  House  what  the  major 
changes  are  in  the  Senate  bill  from  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  I  am  sorry  that- 
I  cannot  give  you  accurate  information. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  The  major 
changes. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  not  seen  the 
bill,  unfortunately,  but  I  do  understand 
that  they  have  stricken  out  the  section 
which  we  provided  in  our  bill  which 
would  offer  some  hope  to  new  areas  and 
to  new  growers;  that  they  have  also 
stricken  out  the  calendar  year  1961, 
which  would,  under  ordinary  circum¬ 
stances,  require  the  Congress  to  rewrite 
the  sugar  bill  at  the  short  term  in  August; 
that  they  have  also  in  line  15  on  page  5 
stricken  out  the  word  “may”  in  the  sen¬ 
tence  which  reads  “The  balance,  includ¬ 
ing  any  unfilled  balances  from  allocations 
already  provided  shall  be  allocated  to  or 
purchased  from  foreign  countries  having 
ouotas  under  section  202  (c) .”  The  Sen¬ 
ate  proposes  to  strike  the  word  “shall” 
and  insert  the  word  “may.”  I  am  sure 
that  I  do  not  have  all  of  the  Senate 
amendments  before  me,  but  I  know  that 
they  have  made  some  other  changes 
which  are  very  inconsequential,  I  think. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  would  like 
to  say  to  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  that  I 
hope  when  the  conferees  get  together  he 
will  insist  on  maintaining  the  word 
“shall”  which  was  in  the  House  bill, 
which  I  think  is  the  key  to  the  directions 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  also  to  the  vote  in  the  House. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  I  can  say  to 
my  friend  that  the  House  conferees  will 
insist  on  the  position  taken  by  the  House 
on  all  phases  of  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House.  I  am  not  sure  that  we  can  bring 
back  exactly  what  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  wants. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Speaker,  further  reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  personally  hope  that  the  words 
“shall  be  allocated”  are  not  retained. 
The  Senate,  in  effect,  substituted  for 
these  words  “may  be  purchased  from.” 
Unless  this  is  done,  if  the  President  ex¬ 
ercises  the  powers  granted  to  him  to  cut 
Cuba,  he  would  have  to  make  a  quota 
allocation  to  the  various  countries. 
Then  if  things  straightened  out  in  Cuba, 
certainly  our  desire  will  be  to  assist  Cuba. 
We  would  be  reluctant  to  take  quotas 
away  from  the  countries  to  which  they 
had  been  allocated  when  the  Cuban 
quota  was  cut.  How  are  you  going  to 
satisfy  both  demands? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
permit  me  to  say  so,  in  an  effort  to  com¬ 
pose  differences  in  our  committee — Sec¬ 
retary  Dillon  and  his  associates  testify¬ 
ing — I  suggested  that  we  eliminate  the 
word  “shall”  and  insert  the  word  “may”; 
but,  unfortunately,  our  committee  unan¬ 
imously  overruled  me  and  retained  the 
word  “shall.”  Personally,  I  do  not  at¬ 
tach  too  much  importance  to  the  change, 
except  that  I  do  know  that  it  is  fraught 
with  great  danger  if  we  exercise  the 
powers  unwisely.  But  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  gentleman  who  is  now  address¬ 
ing  the  House  would  be  willing  to  trust 
his  own  President  in  the  exercise  of  that 
power  if  the  Congress  is  willing  to  grant 
the  President  that  power. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  You  say 
that  you  are  willing  to  trust  the  Presi¬ 
dent;  but  the  House  language  would 
direct  him  to  allocate  these  quotas,  and 


the  language  of  the  Senate  would  change 
this  to  say  that  it  might  be  purchased 
without  allocation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  differences  will 
have  to  be  composed  in  conference. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  It  is 
unfortunate  that  we  could  not  have  had 
House  hearings  earlier  in  the  session  and 
worked  this  out  in  a  proper  manner  and 
taken  timely  and  considered  action. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur¬ 
ther  reserving  the  right  to  object,  it 
seems  to  me,  from  the  brief  words 
already  said  here  tonight,  that  there 
certainly  are  still  very  difficult  and  com¬ 
plicated  questions  which  the  conference 
will  have  to  work  on  and  then  come  back 
and  explain  to  the  House.  It  is  now  20 
minutes  to  3.  I  have  a  rather  horrifying 
recollection  of  what  happened  in  this 
House  last  Thursday  when  we  tried  to 
pass  legislation  of  a  technical  nature 
without  full  consideration  of  it.  This 
particular  legislation  could  easily  bring 
about  an  international  situation  that 
might  mean  war ;  and  for  us  at  this  hour 
of  the  night  to  pass  on  this  legislation 
without  a  thorough  understanding  would 
seem  to  me  to  be  a  very  questionable 
procedure.  While  I  certainly  will  not 
object  to  going  to  conference,  I  would 
hope  that  the  leadership  of  the  House 
will  not  act  unseemingly  in  this  very 
important  matter;  at  least,  we  could 
come  back  here  Monday  and  give  some 
further  consideration  to  the  matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees :  Messrs.  Cooley, 
Poage,  Albert,  Thompson  of  Texas, 
Hoeven,  Belcher,  and  McInxjre. 


IE 


THE  RESPONSIBILITY  OF 
PRESS 

(Mr.  HARRIS  asked  and  was  g: 
^permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  onTues- 
day  of  this  week  the  Honorable  George 
M.  Rhodes,  distinguished  membe/of  our 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  /Foreign 
Commerce,  from  the  great  -Keystone 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  addressed  the 
House  and  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  Members  of  Congress  additional  facts 
as  to  pressure  tactics  used  b/  certain  pub¬ 
lications  and  the  reasons /for  the  recent 
attacks  on  the  Members/ of  Congress. 

I  wish  to  commend  the/ gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  for  his  -courage  in  docu¬ 
menting  the  facts  from  his  own  experi¬ 
ence,  exposing  the  kind  of  tactics  used 
on  him  because  he/nad  proposed  a  lim¬ 
itation  of  mail  subsidy  on  any  one  pub¬ 
lication.  The  gentleman  from  Pennsyl-  tr 
vania  in  his  very  able  and  outstanding 
speech  supplements  and  amplifies  what 
I  endeavored  lo  explain  in  my  speech 
last  week  of  -what  was  involved  in  the 
kind  and  type  of  publicity  by  Life  maga¬ 
zine  and  Knight  newspapers.  Such  re¬ 
taliation  which  the  gentleman  has  again 
pointed  but  should  cause  concern  be¬ 
cause  itf  amounts  to  intimidation  of  a 
public  Official  for  proposing  legislation 
which/he  honestly  and  sincerely  believes 
to  be  right. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize  full  well  that 
to  criticize  any  segment  of  the  press 
touches  a  most  sensitive  spot.  I  realize 
full  well  the  importance  of  maintaining  J 
the  freedom  of  speech  and  of  the  press, 
as  provided  by  the  Constitution.  I  ar 
firmly  convinced  that  this  was  origina^y 
intended  to  be  and  is  now  one  of  /he 
basic  fundamentals  of  our  democrat 
At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  i/fully 
realize  the  power  of  the  press.  It  Aiould 
have  great  influence  in  the  livey  of  our 
people.  Because  of  this  power /and  in¬ 
fluence,  the  press  has  a  treme/dous  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  be  fair,  hones/  and  ob¬ 
jective  and  I  am  proud  as  I  know  you  are 
that  most  of  the  press  of /this  Nation 
strives  diligently  to  live  up/o  its  respon¬ 
sibility. 

The  press  should  investigate  and  re¬ 
port  its  findings  with  its  objective  news 
or  wrongdoings,  wheti/er  it  is  a  public 
official  or  private  individual,  whether  it 
is  a  matter  of  investigation  or  legislation. 

I  am  thankful  thsft  a  free  or  objective 
press  of  this  county  assumes  such  duty 
and  responsibility 

It  does  not  m/an,  however,  that  some 
prejudiced  or  lsiased  newspaper  or  re¬ 
porter  is  give/  the  right  to  so  slant  a 
report  to  mal/e  it  appear  that  some  act 
was  a  terrible  cffense  when  it  was  not 
a  fact  to  i delude  and  show  a  picture  of 
an  official/in  connection  with  the  report 
which  is -grossly  in  error  and  has  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  it  whatsoever.  Neither 
does  it/give  the  right  to  smear  with  ri¬ 
diculous  charges  in  retaliation  of  expos¬ 
ing  ot  proposing  something  which  ad¬ 
versely  affects  the  particular  publication 
or  /ewspaper. 

e  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
Rhodes]  has  served  in  this  Con- 
ress  for  some  time.  He  has  distin¬ 
guished  himself  as  a  Member  of  this 
great  body.  He  is  a  hard  worker  and 
represents  his  district  well,  as,  indeed, 
his  State  and  our  Nation.  We  do  not 
agree  on  every  question,  but  there  is  no 
one  for  whom  I  have  greater  respect  and 
admiration.  His  district  is  fortunate  to 
ave  the  gentleman  in  represent  it  and 
are  fortunate  to  have  him  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  our  great  and  distinguished  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce 


RECESS 

The  SP5JAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  House  will  stand  in  recess  subject  to 
the  call  of  tnH.  Chair. 

There  was  nh  objection. 

Accordingly  (at  2  o’clock  and  43  min¬ 
utes  a.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
subject  to  the  callvf  the  Chair. 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  COOLEY  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  12311)  to  extend  for  1  year 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended: 


Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2090) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12311)  to  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended,  having  met,  after  full 


* 
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and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  8,  10,  and  12. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  3,  4,  9,  11,  and  13;  and  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “That  section  412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  (relating  to  termination  of  the  powers 
of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is  amended 

(1)  by  striking  out  ‘December  31,  I960’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘March  31,  1961’, 

(2)  by  inserting  until  March  31,  1961,’ 
after  ‘power’,  and  (3)  by  striking  out  ‘the 
crop  year  1960  and  previous  crop  years’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘any  crop  year  be¬ 
ginning  prior  to  March  31,  1961’”;  and  the  < 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“Sec.  2.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412(d)  (re¬ 
lating  to  the  termination  and  refund  of 
taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out 
‘June  30,  1961’  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘Sep¬ 
tember  30,  1961’  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  “Sec.  3.”:  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by 
the  Senate  amendment  and  on  page  2,  line 
20,  of  the  House  bill  strike  out  “December 
31,  1961”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “March 
31,  1961”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken 
out  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  “and 
for  the  three-month  period  ending  March 
31,  1961”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “Sec.  4”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
the  title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 
Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

Carl  Albert, 

Clark  W.  Thompson, 
Charles  B.  Hoeven, 

Page  Belcher, 

Clifford  G.  McIntire, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Russell  B.  Long, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 
Wallace  P.  Bennett, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12311)  to  extend 
for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report: 

The  amendments  made  by  the  Senate  had 
the  effect  of  making  two  major  changes  in 
the  House  bill : 

1.  They  limited  the  effect  of  the  bill  to  the 
calendar  year  1960,  only;  and 

2.  They  changed  from  mandatory  to  per¬ 
missive  the  directions  contained  in  subpara-  'I 
graphs  (i),  (ii),  and  (iii)  for  foreign  dis¬ 
tribution  of  any  reductions  in  Cuban  quotas 
made  pursuant  to  the  bill. 

The  effect  of  the  agreement  reached  by 
the  conferees  and  embodied  in  the  accom¬ 
panying  conference  report — 

1.  Extend  the  Sugar  Act  and  the  authority 
conferred  on  the  President  by  this  bill 
through  March  31,  1961. 

2.  Retain  the  mandatory  character  of  the 
distribution  to  foreign  countries  of  the 
House  bill  but  provide  that  such  distribu¬ 
tion  shall  be  by  purchases  from,  rather  than 
allocations  to,  such  countries. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that 
in  establishing  quotas  for  the  period  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1961,  through  March  31,  1961,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  will  establish  a  quota 
for  each  area  or  country  of  one-fourth  the 
quota  which  each  country  or  area  would 
have  received  had  the  Act  been  extended  in 
its  present  terms  for  one  calendar  year. 

As  part  of  the  understanding  reached  by 
the  conferees,  it  was  agreed  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  would  under¬ 
take  to  pass  a  sugar  bill  and  transmit  same 
to  the  Senate  on  the  earliest  possible  date 
after  the  reconvening  of  the  House  in  August. 
Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

Carl  Albert, 

Clark  W.  Thompson, 

Charles  B.  Hoeven, 

Page  Belcher, 

Clifford  G.  McIntire, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 
on  the  bill  (H.R.  12311)  to  extend  for  1 
year  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

Mr.  MEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  it  is  not  my  in¬ 
tention  to  object,  but  I  would  like  to 
bring  up  a  few  matters  in  connection 
with  this  issue  because  of  the  grave  im¬ 
plications  that  exist  at  this  time  and  be¬ 
cause  we  have  not  really  had  adequate 
time  to  go  over  the  report  or  study  the 
details  that  are  going  to  be  presented 
to  us.  I  think  in  the  field  of  economics 
we  might  readily  admit  here  on  the  floor 
that  we  actually  do  need  Cuban  sugar. 
Of  course,  recognizing  the  things  that 
have  gone  wrong  in  Cuba  and  the  things 
that  Castro  and  his  administration  have 
done  that  are  not  in  line  with  our  way 
of  thinking,  I  sometimes  wonder  if  there 
were  not  things  that  we  might  have  done 
to  help  prevent  this  situation/ but  that 
is  over  with.  What  I  am  now  concerned 
about  is  that  we  should  not  even  to  a 
minor  degree  permit  a  Russian-Hun- 
garian  situation  or  a  comparable  one  to 


develop  between  us  and  Cuba.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  if  he 
believes  that  there  is  much  chance  that 
anything  in  this  legislation  could  en¬ 
courage  or  promote  such  a  development. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  might  say  to  my 
friend,  as  I  said  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
during  the  debate  on  the  bill,  that  I  very 
reluctantly  agreed  to  grant  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  power  which  is  provided  in  this 
bill.  I  think  that  he  should  proceed  with 
care  and  caution  and  he  should  exercise 
the  power  well  and  wisely. 

I  think  that  this  power  does  have  far- 
reaching  implications.  It  could  precipi¬ 
tate  matters  of  great  importance  far  be¬ 
yond  the  allocation  of  sugar,  but  we  must 
realize  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  handles  the  foreign  policy  of  our 
Nation.  He  has  asked  for  this  power. 
He  has  assured  us  through  the  Secretary 
of  State  that  it  will  be  well  and  wisely 
used;  that  it  will  not  be  used  in  a  way 
which  will  be  calculated  to  provoke  vio¬ 
lence  in  any  part  of  Cuba  or  elsewhere. 
I  appreciate  what  the  gentleman  has 
said  with  reference  to  the  source  of  sup¬ 
ply.  Cuba  has  been  a  reliable  source  of 
supply  for  American  sugar  for  many 
years. 

We  have  had  a  sugar  program  in  op¬ 
eration  for  approximately  25  years. 
Cuba  has  participated  in  that  program 
and  has  been  faithful  to  its  allocations. 
Cuba  has  provided  sugar  for  our  markets 
in  times  of  war  when  world  market 
prices  were  substantially  above  our  own 
domestic  prices. 

I  think  the  sugar  program  is  vital,  as 
I  said  in  the  debate,  not  only  to  the  do¬ 
mestic  producer,  but  also  to  domestic 
consumers.  I  said  also  in  the  debate 
that  our  committee,  realizing  that  it 
does  have  a  very  great  responsibility  in 
this  area,  will  assure  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  we  will  give  the  necessary 
time  and  attention  to  this  important 
measure.  We  will  study  it  thoroughly. 
If  it  takes  economists  to  assist  us  we 
will  arrange  to  have  that  proper  assist¬ 
ance  and  we  will  try  to  bring  back  to 
the  House  early  in  the  next  session  an¬ 
other  sugar  bill  which  I  hope  will  be 
just  as  acceptable  as  the  sugar  bill  was 
when  we  presented  it  to  the  House  on 
Thursday. 

Mr.  MEYER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  would  judge  from  his  very  fine  answer 
that  in  a  sense  he  is  assuring  us  that 
he  believes  that  this  legislation  will  not 
help  to  lead  to  hasty  action  that  we  may 
regret.  I  would  like  to  ask  him  about 
the  matter  of  our  good  relationships  in 
Latin  America  because  economic  pres¬ 
sure  by  us  on  Cuba  might  raise  the  old 
charge  of  economic  imperialism  against 
us  in  the  minds  of  our  good  neighbors  to 
the  south. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  the  regular  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
th^  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report.  . 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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MOTIONS  TO  SUSPEND  THE  RULE! 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speakeyl 
Sisk  unanimous  consent  that  motion?  to 
suspend  the  rules,  in  order  on  August  15, 
beNfcransferred  to  Monday,  August  22. 

ae  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Therk  was  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT  RESOLUTION 
Mr.  McCORMACK.  /Mr.  Speaker,  I 
call  up  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
112  and  ask  fortits  immediate  considera¬ 
tion.  The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent 
resolution  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  ( the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring) ,  That  the  two 
Houses  shall  adjourn  6n  Saturday,  July  2, 
1960,  and  that  when  theyVdjourn  on  said  day 
they  stand  adjourned  unR  12  o’clock  noon 
on  Monday,  August  8,  1960. 

Mr.  MCCORMACK.  Speaker,  I 

offer  anamendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  m’Rormack  : 
Strike  out  all  after  the  resolving  clause  and 
insert:  “That  when  the  two  Houses  shall 
adjourn  on  Sunday,  July  3,  1960,  theNSenate 
dll  all  stand  adjourned  until  12  o’clock\noon 
"on  Monday,  August  8,  1960,  and  the  Houm  of 
Representatives  shall  stand  adjourned  uiitil 
12  o’clock  noon  on  Monday,  August  15,  196*  ” 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker, 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
st&tc  it 

Mr.  HALLECK.  We  have  just  adopted 
the  conference  report  on  the  sugar  bill. 
I  had  made  it  known  that  I  would  not 
vote  for  a  recess  unless  the  sugar  bill 
was  enacted.  My  parliamentary  inquiry 
is  this :  What  assurance  do  we-  have  at 
this  point  that-  the  conference  report 
that  has  just  been  adopted  by  the  House 
of  Representatives  will  be  adopted  by 
the  other  body,  and  hence  that  a  sugar 
bill  will  be  enacted  into  law  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  President? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  can  only 
state  that  all  of  the  members  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  signed  the  conference  report,  and 
he  assumes,  therefore,  that  they  would 
be  able  to  get  the  Senate  to  accept  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  A  further  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry,  Mr.  Speaker.  Would  it  be 
in  order  or  possible  for  the  vote  on  the 
pending  motion  of  the  majority  leader  to 
be  deferred  until  action  is  had  in  the 
other  body  on  the  conference  report? 


The  SPEAKER.  No.  The  resolution 
is  now  pending  before  the  House,  and  the 
previous  question  has  been  moved.  It 
has  not  been  adopted. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  like  to  say  to 
the  minority  leader  that  what  the 
Speaker  has  said  of  course  is  true  and 
accurate,  that  all  the  conferees  signed 
and  agreed  to  the  repox*t.  I  have  not 
had  a  chance  to  say  to  the  House  that 
this  report  is  somewhat  of  a  compromise. 
The  Senate  took  the  position  that  at  the 
short  session  we  would  have  in  August, 
,when  we  returned  from  the  conventions, 
„he  House  should  then  and  there  attempt 
to  rewrite  a  sugar  bill  opening  up  the 
quota  provisions  and  having  extensive 
hearings.  The  House  conferees  held  to 
the  idea  it  would  not  be  wise  for  us  to 
attempt  so  large  a  task  in  so  short  a 
session,  in  August  when  Members  on  both 
sides  would  be  engaging  in  their  cam¬ 
paigns.  So  as  a  compromise  the  Senate 
agreed  that  we  would  have  January, 
February,  and  March  of  the  next  session 
within  which  to  prepare  and  present  a 
sugar  bill.  The  House  conferees  assured 
the  Senate  conferees  that  we  would  do 
our  best  to  present  a  well-considered 
sugar  bill  to  the  House  within  that 
90-day  period. 

We  further  assured  them  that  at  the 
August  session  we  would  send  another 
sugar  bill  to  the  Senate,  maybe  substan¬ 
tially  the  same  bill  we  passed  unani¬ 
mously  in  the  House  on  Thursday,  but 
perhaps  adding  some  other  countries  like 
Guatemala  and  some  other  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  areas,  thereby  originating  legis¬ 
lation  in  the  House  which  would  enable 
them  in  the  Senate  to  start  hearings 
officially  on  legislation  pertaining  to 
sugar.  So  I  think  everything  indicates 
that  the  Senate  would  accept  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  fur¬ 
ther  parliamentary  inquiry:  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  resolution  now  before 
us  has  been  amended  after  it  came  from 
the  other  body,  would  that  amendment 
require  affirmative  action  in  the  other 
_y  before  it  could  be  adopted? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Senate  must 
concur  in  the  House  amendment. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  May  I  suggest 
that  the  reasonable  assumption  is  that 
the  adjournment  resolution  would  not  be 
acted  on  in  the  other  body  until  the 
conference  report  had  been  acted  on. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BECKER.  We  understand  we  are 
going  to  vote  on  a  motion  to  recess  this 
House  until  August  8  or  15.  Meanwhile 
we  have  no  assurance  that  the  Senate 
will  adopt  the  conference  report  that  we 
have  adopted  tonight. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  That  is  not  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  BECKER.  What  will  happen  if  it 
is  not  adopted? 

The  SPEAKER.  We  will  stay  in  ses¬ 
sion  until  they  do  adopt  it,  and  then  the 
resolution  will  be  acted  upon. 

Mr.  GROSS.  On  that  motion  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  SPEAKER,  On  the  previous 
question? 

Mr.  GROSS.  No. 


The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  title  was  amended  to  read :  “Con¬ 
current  resolution  providing  for  the  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  Senate  from  July  3, 
1960,  to  August  8,  1960,  and  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House  from  July  3,  1960,  to 
August  15,  1960.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

INTERIM  AUTHORITY  TO  SIGN  EN¬ 
ROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESO¬ 
LUTIONS 

[r.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offek  a  resolution — House  Concurrent 
Resolution  712 — and  ask  for  its  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration. 

The\Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolvdd,  That  notwithstanding  the  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  two  Houses  until  August 
the  8th  and  15th,  1960,  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  representatives  and  the  President, 
of  the  SenaYe  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  au/ 
thorized  to  sign  enrolled  bills  and  joint  res</ 
lutions  duly  passed  by  the  two  Houses  a/d 
found  truly  enrolled. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


INTERIM  AUTltoRITY  TO  CLEEfe  TO 
RECEIVE  MESSAGES  FROM  SEN¬ 
ATE 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
1  ask  unanimous  consent  that?  notwith¬ 
standing  the  adjournment  oy  the  House 
until  August  15,  1960\the  Oherk  be  au- 
I  thorized  to  receive  m^ssa/es  from  the 
I  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  tlMe  objection  to 
|  the  request  of  the  gentl^rOan  from  Mas- 
|  sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


I  INTERIM  AUTHORITY  TO  V5PEAKER 
TO  ACCEPT  RESIGNATIONS,  ETC. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  Consent  that  notwith¬ 
standing  the  adjournment  of  tha.  House 
[until  August  15/1960,  the  Speaker  ue  au¬ 
thorized  to  accept  resignations  and  to 
[appoint  commissions,  boards,  and  Com¬ 
mittees  aut/orized  by  law  or  by  \the 
[House.  J  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection Yo 
;he  reque/t  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas 
Isachuset/s? 

TheiVwas  no  objection. 


INTI 


,IM  AUTHORITY  TO  CLERK  TO 
PRINT  DOCUMENTS 

r.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reports  filed 
ith  the  Clerk  following  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House  until  August  15,  1960, 
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Public  Law  86-592 
86th  Congress,  H.  R.  12311 
July  6,  I960 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  412  Sugar*  Act  of 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (relating  to  termination  of  the  powers  of  19485  amendment, 
the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  “De-  ^  220’ 

cember  31,  1960”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “March  31,  1961”,  (2)  7  ..c/  A, 
by  inserting  ”,  until  March  31,  1961,”  after  “power”,  and  (3)  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “the  crop  year  1960  and  previous  crop  years”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “any  crop  year  beginning  prior  to  March  31,  1961”. 

Sec.  2.  Sections  4501(c)  and  6412(d)  (relating  to  the  termination 
and  refund  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  68A  stat*  533, 
are  amended  by  striking  out  “June  30,  1961”  in  each  place  it  appears  ll6’™  1306. 

therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “September  30,  1961”.  6412  ’ 

i  Sec.  3.  Section  408  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (relating  61  s£at>  933> 
to  suspension  of  quotas),  is  amended  to  designate  such  section  as  sub-  7  use  1158. 
section  “(a)”;  and  to  add  a  new  subsection  “(b)”  as  follows: 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this  Act,  for  the  61  stat*  923> 
period  ending  March  31,  1961 :  10 

“(1)  The  President  shall  determine  notwithstanding  any  other  * 

provisions  of  title  II,  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of  calendar 
year  1960  and  for  the  three-month  period  ending  March  31,  1961,  in 
such  amount  or  amounts  as  he  shall  find  from  time  to  time  to  be  in 
the  national  interest :  Provided ,  however ,  That  in  no  event  shall  such 
quota  at  any  time  exceed  such  amount  as  would  be  provided  for  Cuba 
under  the  terms  of  title  II  in  the  absence  of  the  amendments  made 
herein,  and  such  determinations  shall  become  effective  immediately 
upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  the  President’s  proclama-  Publication  in 

tion  thereof : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  F*  R° 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  consumer^  STAT>  330t 
in  the  United  States,  the  President  is  thereafter  authorized  to  cause  74  STAT>  331# 
or  permit  to  be  brought  or  imported  into  or  marketed  in  the  United 
States,  at  such  times  and  from  such  sources,  including  any  country 
whose  quota  has  been  so  reduced,  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the  prevailing  circumstances,  a 
quantity  of  sugar,  not  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  any  reductions  in  quotas 
nade  pursuant  to  this  subsection :  Provided ,  however ,  That  any  part 
of  such  quantity  equivalent  to  the  proration  of  domestic  deficits  to  the 
country  whose  quota  has  been  reduced  may  be  allocated  to  domestic 
areas  and  the  remainder  of  such  quantity  (plus  any  part  of  such 
allocation  that  domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fill)  shall  be  apportioned 
in  raw  sugar  as  follows : 

“(i)  There  shall  first  be  purchased  from  other  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  for  which  quotas  or  prorations  thereof  of  not  less  than  three 
thousand  or  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  are 
provided  in  section  202(c),  such  quantities  of  raw  sugar  as  are7  usc  1112 • 
required  to  permit  importation  in  such  calendar  year  of  a  total  of 
cen  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  from  such  country; 

“(ii)  There  shall  next  be  purchased  from  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  15  per  centum  of  the  remainder  of  such  importation ; 

“(iii)  The  balance,  including  any  unfilled  balances  from  allo¬ 
cations  already  provided,  shall  be  pui’chased  from  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  having  quotas  under  section  202(c),  other  than  those 
provided  for  in  the  preceding  subparagraph  (i),  in  amounts  pro¬ 
rated  according  to  the  quotas  established  under  section  202(c)  : 
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Provided ,  That  if  additional  amounts  of  sugar  are  required  the 
President  may  authorize  the  purchase  of  such  amounts  from  any 
foreign  countries,  without  regard  to  allocation ; 

“(3)  If  the  President  finds  that  raw  sugar  is  not  reasonably  avail¬ 
able,  he  may,  as  provided  in  (2)  above,  cause  or  permit  to  be  imported 
such  quantity  of  sugar  in  the  form  of  direct-consumption  sugar  as 
may  be  required.” 

Sec.  4.  Sections  101(j),  203,  205(a),  209(a),  209(c),  and  307  of  the 
7  use  1101,1113,  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  the 
1115, 1119, 1137.  words  “The  Territory  of”  in  each  place  where  they  appear  therein. 

Approved  July  6,  I960. 
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